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TABLE 1.1

THE PROBLEM OF THE CATHOLIC HIGH SCHOOL
‘AND MINORITY STUDENTS

W. - - - v . -
Catholic Publie

A) ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INDEX
Z Score )
(Percent of standard deviation from the mean)

White ' 25 -01
Black 44 -91
Hispanic ; .v -23 =77

'B) SCHOOL DISCIPLINE INDEX -
Z Score
High score = low problem)

White | 43 -49

Black | ' ' 32 =50

Hispanic : 58 -58
C'#| ""OMEWORK |

(Percent doing more thAn: 5 hours of homework a week)(

White 42 23
Black L4 22
Hispanic 44 - 22
D) collEk: AspIRATIONS
(Percent expect to graduate from college)
Mhite o 64 42
Black - | | | 77 48

Hispanic , ' 66 38




TABLE 1.2

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES IN STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES

FAMIL’f CHARACTERISTICS
FATHER ABSENT
Income
Parental education
Parental aspira;ions for studenﬁ's college attendance
Family learniﬁg'environment'(specific place to study, daily news-
paper, encyclopedia, typewriter, more than 50 books, a room of

one's own, pocket calculator)

Family monitoring of homework

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
Psychological well-being
College aspirations in Grade 8
Hours of TV watched per week
Use of time (high on reading for pleasure, reading the newspaper,
talklng with mother or father about personal experlences low on
visiting with friends at local gathering place, going out on

dates, driving around, talking with. friends on telephone, thinking
or daydreaming alone)

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
Owned'by a religious order

Student rating of teachers (quallty of“¥instruction and interest in
students) '

Discipline problems (truancy, skip class, talk back to teacher,
refuse to obey instructions, get in fights with each other,
attack or threaten teachers)




TABLE 3.2
DISCIPLINE PROBLEMS IN SCHOOL (AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS)

(Percent often happens)

White ‘Black Hispanic
Public Catholic | Public Catholic | Publiec Catholic
Stﬁdents talk back : o
to teachers 42 22 39 33 36 17
Don't obey instructions 26 13 30 17 31 11
Fight with each other 24 ﬁfL 9 - 30 9 25 8
Studentsvattach teacher = 17 6 - 28 11 28 6
Truancy o 8 43 12 49 12




TABLE 3.3
DISCIPLINE SCALE

(High - low discipline problem)
| Public  Catholic
White =49 43
Black -50 31

‘Hispanic =49 58




TABLE 3.8

EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS AND FAIRNESS
OF DISCIPLINE BY STUDENTS
Percent Excellent (percent good + excellent)

: White Black Hispanic
Catholic Public | Catholic Public | Catholic Public
Effectiveness 27 8 27 13 89
(74) (43) (74) (44) (82) (46)
Fairness 16 6 11 9 18 8
(50) (40) (48) (40) (58) (44)




TABLE 3.11

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MINORITY STUDENTS
ATTENDING CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THEIR
DESCRIPTION OF THE DISCIPLINARY PROBLEM OF

THE SCHOOL
- (Z score) o
' Minoriﬁy White

Rav — : 9% 94
Absent father/ 92 94
Social class 88 89
Parental college plans for student 85 87
Students' college plans 85 86
Students'»ﬁse of time | 85 86
Rules in school | 85 85
Student has been a disciplinary

problem himself/herself 78 78"
.Religious order owns school , 67 75

Student rating of fairness and
effectiveness of discipline 57 74




TABLE 4.2

RATING OF THE SCHOOL
(Percent excellent)

White Black Hispanic

Public Catholic | Public Catholic | Public Catholic
Building 16 17 16 14 13 22
Library ' .20 16 21 19 19 18
Quality: of
instruction 11 28 13 24 10 31
Teacher interest 10 25 11 .23 12 28

Effectiveness of
discipline -8 27 10 28 6 34

Fairness of _ .
discipline 37 49 34 46 39 55

*
Excellent + good.



TABLE 4.14

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS ATTENDING
CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THEIR RATING
OF THE QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION

(Z Score)
Minority White
Raw difference 71 64
Social class 65 56
Parental college plans
for student 60 - 52
Students' college
aspiration in 8th grade 57 40
Owned by religious order 46 38

Discipline problems in )
school _ 25 .13




TABLE 5.1

RELIGION
| ==================§ﬁ?i:==%=é=%é= __Black . Hispanic
_Public. Catholic  Public  Catholic Public Catholic
Percent Caﬁholic _ | A 30 92 4 50 o 73 96
Perceﬁt."very religious" 10 14 6 12 | 13 15

Percent church services
every week . 43 71 - 50 44 45 53

Percent of Catholics who ' ‘
attend every week 53 67 45 45 43 - 52

"Some'" birth control
information 75 75 : 68 82 75 71

Birth control information
from school ‘ 26 29 27 33 30 30

"Lot" of birth control
information (women) 23 22 35 40 - 21 23

Percent politically
""conservative" _ 7 B 9 8 - 10 11

Percent politically :
"liberal" or "radical" 20 20 20 25 21 10




TABLE 5.3

"FEMINIST" SCALE BY SEX
(Z Score--high = pro feminist)

Men

Men Women

Public = Catholic _ _Public Catholic
White -33 -26 | 28 25
Black -33 -05 05 72
Hispanic -18

-28 : 03 | 13




SIMPLE CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN VARIABLES IN
EXPLANATORY MODEL AND EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

-

TABLE 6.1

— L = : ==
Academic Home-~ Current
Performance work College Plans
Income .22 .15 .23
Father's education .22 .19 .32
Mother's education .17 .21 .33
Parental college éxpectation
for student .35 .25 .60
Learning environment .30 .18 .26
Student's 8th grade college
plans .25 .23 .46
Use of time .29 .24 .28
Religious order ownership .20 .23 46 .
Quality of instruction .33 .28 .28
Disciplinary environment .23 .22 .23




TABLE 6.2

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THOSE WHO ATTEND
CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOL IN THEIR PROPENSITY
TO DO MORE THAN 5 HOURS)HOMEWORK A WEEK

Percent

Minor White
R#w difference 21 19
Social class 20 15
College aspiration of parent 18 13
Learning environmment 17 13
College aspiration in 8th grade 16 12
Use of time 14 11
Administered by religious order 10 10
Quality of instruction* 03 07

*
Difference no longer significant



TABLE 6.3

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS IN CONFLIDENCE
OF COLLEGE GRADUATION

(Percent)
‘White : . Minority
Raw difference | | 24 | 29
Income v | 21 27
Parental education 19 23
Parental college plans for student 09 10
Learning enviromment . . 08 - 10 -
Student's 8th grade plans | 05 08
Use of time 04 06
“Quality of instruction* . » 02 03

*
Not significant



TABLE 6.4

TABLE MODELS TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND
CATHOLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

(Z Score)
. » : Minority
Blacks Hispanics Whites Poork
Raw differénce 50 54 26 53
Family
Income 41 45 19 47
Parental education 37 38 15 40
College aspiration 27 30 13 33
Learning environment 26 27 12 31
Student
College aspiration in 8th
grade 25 26 10 30
Use of time 21 22 09 21
School
Quality of instruction 04* .05% 02% 07*

*
Difference no longer statistically significant

*
Minority poor are whites and blacks in the lowest third of income

for these groups--under $12,000



TABLE 6.5

RELATIONSHIP AMONG RELIGIOUS ORDEN OWNERSHIP,
DISCIPLINE, AND QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
WITH ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INDEX

FOR MINORITY STUDENTS

(A1l Schools)

= =
27 Quality of .
2 dinstruction 22
Academic
48 performance

Discipline




TABLE 6.7

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE BY SCHOOL SIZE,
SCHOOL TYPE, AND RACE

(Z Scores)
White ) Minority
School Type Small Large Small Large
School School ‘ SChOOl School
Catholic 02 19 -47 -18
Public : -28 -08 -84 -81




TABLE 6.8

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PUBLIC SCHOOL: AND CATHOLIC SCHOOL
MINORITY YOUNG PEOPLE IN ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE -FOR THOSE

WHO ATTEND SCHOOLS OVER 500

e
Public

Raw difference 63
Parental income 56
Parental education 51
Parental college pland 42
Learning environment 41
College plans of student

in 8th grade 39 !
Use of time 38 i
Religious order - 28 ﬁ
Discipline 22
Quality of instruction i3*

.16 Instruction

.13 Discipline

*
No longer significant



RELATIONSHIP AMONG RELIGIOUS ORDER OWNERSHIP, DISCIPLINE, AND QUALITY OF -

TABLE 6.9

INSTRUCTION AS CORRELATES OF ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE FOR MINORITY STUDENTS
. (Schools with more than 500 students)

29

Religious
Order

.27

Discipline

.40

Instruction

.25

11

Academic
. Performance




TABLE 6.10

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF BLACKS IN. CATHOLIC SCHOOLS
AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY RELIGION

(Z Score)

Black Catholics Black Non-Catholics

Raw difference between public

and Catholic school students

48 52

Difference net of social class 35 39




TABLE 7.1

CORRELATIONS FOR MINORITY STUDENTS BETWEEN ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE
AND SOCIAL CILASS BY SCHOOL TYPE
e

API with | Public Catholic
Income .20 . .09
Father's education .28 11

Mother's education .20 .06




TABLE 7.2

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCY FOR MINORITIES BY FATHER'S
EDUCATION AND SCHOOL TYPE

(Z Score)
Public - Catholic
Father did not attend college -.76 =25

Father did attend college =.12 : 01




TABLE 7.4

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCE FOR UPWARDLY
MOBILE MINORITY GROUP MEMBERS¥*

(Z Score)
Raw difference | | 47
- Learning environment 47
College plans in 8th grade 42 \
Use of time 41
Order ownership 37
Discipline 20
Quality of instruction 17**

* : ,
Those whose fathers did not attend college but who are
themselves expected to attend college

Not significant



TABLE 7.5

RELATTONSHIP AMONG RELIGIOUS ORDER DISCIPLINE AND INSTRUCTIONAL

QUALITY FOR UPWARD MOBILE MINORITY MEMBERS

.22

Quality

of Instruction |.

Order

.43

AP

Discipline




TABLE 7.6

MODEL TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES IN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT FOR WHITES FROM
NON-COLLEGE BACKGROUNDS IN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SECONDARY SCHOOLS

(Z Score)
Raw difference 38
Parental college expectation for student 20
Learning environment in home 17
Discipline in school 11

Quality of instruction 00




TABLE 7.7

RELATIVE INFLUENCE OF QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION AND DISCIPLINE
FOR WHITES WHOSE FATHER DID NOT GO TO COLLEGE

.40

INSTRUCTION

DISCIPLINE

.27

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE




TABLE 7.10

DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN TWO SOCIAL CLASS GROUPS IN ACADEMIC

ACHIEVEMENT SCORES BY GRADES AND RACE

(Z Score)
Sophomore Senior
Publie (White) 56 42
Catholic (White) 33 13
Public (Non-white) 54 33
Catholic (Non~white) 29 17




TABLE 7.10A

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FATHER'S EDUCATION AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
IN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND FOR MINORITY STUDENTS BY GRADE

Catholic Public
Sophomore Senior Sophomore Senior
All students .28 .11 .33 .31
Minority students .16 .08%* .23 .26

*Not statistically significant



TABLE 7.10B

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES FOR WHITE AND MINORITY STUDENTS
IN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY GRADE

White Minority
Catholic Public Catholic Public
Sophomore .15 -.17 —.46 -.88

Senior . 49 .20 -.07 -.59




SUPPLEMENTARY

TABLE 8.1

PROPORTION IN ACADEMIC TRACKS IN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY GROUP

'Catholic Public
White S 65% 36%
Minority . - 647 297

TABLE 8.2

API BY TRACK FOR GROUPS IN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Minority White
Catholic Public Catholic Public
General o -50 | -84 ~07 -26
Academic -07 1 =20 56 59
Other - -88 -109 =22 -42
Total ~-24 ~-74 32 02




TABLE 8.3

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT BY GRADE BY TRACK BY RACE
FOR CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS

APT (Z Score)

Minority White
Catholic Public - Catholic Public
Soph. Sen. Change | Soph. Sen. Change { Soph. Sen. Change | Soph. Sen. Change
Academic -31 13 +44 ~48 03 +51 40 70 +30 39 79  +40
General -58 -39 +19 -87 -82 +05 =20 12 432 -42 -05 436
- Other -112 -68 444 -125 -94 431 -40 -12 428 -65 =25 +40
TABLE 8.4
DIFFERENCE IN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SCORES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND
CATHOLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS BY RACE BY TRACK BY GRADE
(Z Score Advantage of Catholic)
Minority White
Sophomore Senior Sophomore Senior
Academic 17 10 01 -09
General 29 43 22 18
Other 13 26 25 13




TABLE 8.5

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE FOR STUDENTS IN GENERAL TRACK BY FATHER'S EDUCATION
SCHOOL ATTENDED AND MINORITY STATUS

(Z Score)
Minority White )
Catholic Public Difference Catholic Public Difference
Father did not attend college ~56 82 26 -06 -30 24
Father attended college -25 -29 04 -05 -08 - 03
TABLE 8.6
MODEL FOR ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE, TRACKING, FATHER'S EDUCATION, AND INTERACTIONS
(Z Score)
Minority White
Raw differences between Catholic and public 49 - 32
Father's Education 42 23
Interaction between education and Catholic 69 65
Education track v 21 33

Interaction between track and Catholic 48 37




TABLE 8.7

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS |
IN GENERAL TRACK BY FATHER'S EDUCATION AND GRADE

(Z Score)
Sophomore Senior
Father did not attend college 20 30
Father did attend college ' 09 02

EFFECT OF INTERACTION TERMS ON NCES REANALYSIS
Correlation Coefficients (r)
(NCES Table 3.3, p. 20)

Sophomores Seniors
NCES Model NORC Model#® NCES Model NORC Model#®
SES#** v .18 .17 .15 .19
Program .25 .37 . .32 ‘ ;32
Mother's expectation .20 .20 .21 .21
Racew#* | .25 .26 .27 .32
Sex -.07 -.05 .07 .03
Catholic .00 _ .09 _ -.01 .23

*Two interaction terms included: 1) Father's education by Catholic; 2) Program by Catholic
*%Father's education in NORC Model

*%%White vs. Black and Hispanic
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PREFACE

The data and analyses presented in this report are from the first
(1980) wave of the National Center for Education Statistics study, BIGH:
SCHOOL AND BEYOND, a longitudinai study of ﬁ.s. high school seniors and
sophomores. This study was conducted fpr NCES by the National Opinion
Research Center at the University of Chicago.

There are 1,016 high échools ih the sample,‘and a target number
of-36 seniors énd 36 sophomores in each of the schools. In many séhools,
however, the'actuai numbers of seniors and sophomores was less than the
targét number fér two reasons. First, sbmg students (or in some cases,
their parents) declined to participate, exercisiﬁg this right inia vol-
‘untary survey; Second, some schools had class sizes smaller than 36
seniors or sophomores. Thus the total number of students participating
in the survey is 58,728. ,

A detailed report on sample design and sampling errors will be
published at a later date. Briefly, the samplé was a two—-stage strati-
fied probability sample with Schools drawn proportional to their size
and 36 sophomores and séniors drawn randomly from eéch selected school.
Substitutions were made for noncooperating schools in those strata where
it was possiBle, but not for students. Refusals, absences, and parental
ref;;als’at the student stage resulted in an 84 percent completion rate

for students.



Several special strata.were included in the sample with probabil-
ities higher than their occurrence in the population, to allow for special
study of.ceftain types of schools or stu&ents. These included:

. Hispanic strata, with pfobabilities of selection to insure suf-
ficient numbers of Cuban, Puerto Rican, and Mexican students

for separate analysis

+ A stratum of Catholic schools with high proportions of black
students

. A stratum of mon-Catholic private schools, oversampled to insure
enough schools for analysis

v. A stratum of public altermative schools
“« A stratum of private schools with high-achieving students
For analyses that do not separate out these strata, the strata are down-
weighted to their proper population weights,'so that the weighted sample
is répreéentative of high school sepiors'and high schoollsophomores in
the United States and in each of the nine Census regions (subject to
the points mentioned above, substitution of schools aﬁd completion rates).
Information of several sorts was obtained in the survey. Students
. .
Vcompleted questionnaires, about one hour in length, and took a battery
of tests with a total testing time of about one and one-half hours.
Schooi officials completed questionnaires éovering items of information
about the schools. Finally, ;eachers'completed checklists concerning.
students in the sample whom they had had in class to provide information
beyond the students' own reports about themselves.
‘ This report is one of a set of five that comstitutes baseline
descriptions and initial analyses of a very rich datéset. The studyr
was designed to be relevant both to many policy issues and to many fundamental
questions concerning youtﬁ development and educational institutions.

It is intended to be analyzed by a wide range of users, from those with

xiv




immgdiate policy concerns to those with interests in more fundamental
or iong-range questions. The'data are available at a nominal feé fromv
the National Center for Educatioﬁ Statistics.

As succeeding waves of déta on a subsample of these studgnts
becbme available (at approximately two-year intervals), the richness
of the dataset, and the scope of questions that can be studied through
it, will expand. 1In addition, use of the data in conjunction with NCES's
study of the cohort of‘1972 seniors (also avéilaﬁle from'NCES), for which
data at five time points afe now available, will enrich the set of ques-

tions that can be studied.
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

One of the emefging policy questions in American education in
recent years has been the qﬁestion of the role fhat private schools
should play. Although any answer to this question depends iﬁ part on
values, it also depends on facts. Fi;st, how well d§ public and privaté
‘schools work for children? Are private schools divisive, and, if so,
along what lines? Are private schools'more easily managed tﬁan public
schools, énd, if so, why?

‘Recent policy discussions concerning private schools in the
United States ﬁave included both proéosals that would increése their
role in American educatipn and proposals that would decrease thei£ role.
As an exampleiof the latter, it has been propésed that private schools
meet a racial composition criterion in order to maintain tax—exempt status.
On the other side; there have been proposals for tuition ta# credits
for privéte schools, and, at the state level, proposals for educational
vouchers.

These policy proposals are based in part on assumptions about
the current rolesvandvdurrent functioning of public and private schools
in America. The feport is intended to érovide evidence relevant to
such proposals.

| Using data colleﬁted in the first wave of tﬁe National Center
for Education Statistics study, HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND, the report covers
four major areas ?f interes; in the public and érivate schooling issue:
student composition within the public and private sectors (chapterv3),

resources available in these schools (chapter 4), the functioning of
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these schools (chapter 5), and the outcomes for students in the séhools
(chapter 6). The responses in 1980 from representative samplés of approxi-
mately 58;000 sophomore‘and senior students in 1,015 public and private
secondary schools, as well as their respective school officials, are |
used in the analysgis. Catholic schools, which constitute about two~
thirds of the total private sector, and other private schools are separately
compared to public schools in the report.

Listed below are a number of the premises underlying policy
proposals that would increase of decrease the role of private education
in the United States. Following each of these assumptions is a brief

summary of our relevant findings.1

Premises underlying policies that would increase the role of

private schools:

1. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do
public schools (chapter 6).

The evidence from chapter 6 is that private schools do producé
betéer cognitive outcomes than public schools. When family background
factors that predict achievement are controlled students in both Catholic
and other private schools are shown to achieve at a higher level than
students in public schools. The difference at the sophomore level,
which was greater for Catholic schools than for other private schools,
ranged from about a fifth of the sophomore-senior gain to about two-
thirdg the size of that gaiq (i.e., from a little less than half a year's
differenceAto something more than oﬁe year's difference). This evidence
is subject to a caveat: despite extensive statistical controls on parental
background, there may vefy well be othér unmeasured factors in the self-
selection into the private sector that are associated with higher a

achievement.

1The points listed below constitute the body of the concluding chapter
XX
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When we examined gains from the sophomore to the senior year
in the three sectors, the first evidence was that students from comparable
backgrounds make greater gains in other private schools than in public
schools, but that students in Catholic schools do not. However. the
much greater sophoﬁore-senior dropout in public schools than in either
the Catholic or other private schools shows that the apparent public
school gains‘have a considerable upward bias, leading to the conclusion
that gfeater cognitive growth occurs between the sophqmore and senior
years in both private sectors than in the public sector.

A caveat to all these_resﬁlts is shown by the high-performance
public and private schools. Performance was much highervin both of
these sets of schools, than in any of the three'sectors (section 6.1),
although these schools could not be separately studied in the extended
analysis of section 6.2 because of ceiling effects in achievement scorés.

2. Private schobls provide better character and personality develop-
ment than do public schools (chapter 5).

: LiEtle evidence on charactér and personality development was
provide& in this report. - However, students in other private schools
show both higher levels of self-esteem and fate control ;han sophomores
and higher gains from the sophomore to senior year than students in
fublic or Catholic schools. The inference that there is greater growth
on thgée dimensions in other private schools is strengthened By the
fact that students in high-performance private schools showed even
higher 1e§els as sophomores, and similarly high sophomore-senior gains,
while students in high-performance public schools did not, despite the

fact that the parental backgrounds of students in the latter schools

are higher than those in other private schools. The fact that the other
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private and high-performance private schools have less than half the
student-teacher ratio than schools in the other sectors suggests that
the difference might be due to this.

3. Private schools provide a safer, more disciplined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools.(chapter 5).

The evidence is strong that this premise is true. The greatest
difference found in any aspect of school functioning between public
and private schools was in the degree of discipline and §rder in the
schools (sections 5.3, 5.4). The Catholic and other private schools
appear somewhat different in their discipline and behavior profiles,
with students in other private schools reporﬁing more absences and class
cutting‘but also more homework, fewer fights among studenté; and greater
teacher interest in students. However, in all these fesééﬁts,rboth
sectors sﬁowed greater discipline and order'than the public schools.

4. Private schools are more successful in creating an interest
in learning than are public schools (chapter 5).

There is little evidence to confirm or disconfirm this premise

in the report.  The sectors differ only slightly in student responses

to the two direct questions concerning interest in school, and there

is not much to be inferred from indirect evidence presented in the

- report.

5. Private schools encourage interest in higher education and

lead more of their students to attend college than do public
schools with comparable students (chapter 6).
The evidence on this premise is toward a positive answer, but

it is not extremely strong evidence. There is some evidence that students

have higher college aspirations and expectations in private schools

than do students from comparable backgrounds in public schools (Table 6.2.).




The report contains no evidence on this premise;

6. Private schools are smaller and thus bring about greater degrees
of participation in sports and other activities than do public

schools (chapter 5).

The evidence shows that this premise is true for other private
schools, bﬁt not for Catholic schools (though Catholic school students
report higheét school.spirit, and other private school students lowést);
The fact that Catholic schéols are smaller in size than public schools
does not:result in increased participétioﬁ in extracurricular activities.
In addition, participation grows between the sophomore and ‘senior yearé
in other private schoois, while it declines slightly in Catholic and

publicischools.

7. Private schools have smaller class size,'and thus allow teachers
and students to have greater contact (chapter 4).

The other private schools have sharply lower student-teacher
ratios than the public schools,»while the Catholic schools have slightly
higher ratios. There are fewer than half thé students per teacher in
other private schoolé than in public or Catholic schools (Tablé 4.2.1).
No direct evidence on contaét‘between students énd teachers is presented.

8. Private schools are more efficient than public schools, accom—
‘plishing their task at a lower cost.

The report contains no evidence on this premise.

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of

private schools:

1. Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, creaming
: the students from higher income backgrounds, and segregating

them into elite schools (chapter 3).

The evidence on this premise works in two directions. First,

among the three major sectors, the other private schools contain students

from somewhat higher income backgrounds and the Catholic schools contain
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students from slightly higher income backgrounds than the public schools.
The differences are primarily at the highest and lowest income levels,
with all three sectors having a majority of studenté in a broad middle
income categbry rangipg from $12,000 to $38,000 a year, and similar
proportions at different levels within this range. Second, the internal
segregation by income within each sector goes in the opposite directionm,
with the public sector showing slightly higher income'segregation than
either the Catholié or other private sectors. However, income segrega-
tion is not high within any sector. The end result of these two forces
acting in opposite directions is that U.S. schools as a whole show
slightly gréater segregation by income than would be the case if private
school students of differing income levels were absorbed into the public
schools in the same way that public school students of differing income
levels are currently distributed among schools. |

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
different religious groups into different schools (chapter 3).

The evidence is stromg that this is true. Besides the 30 peréent
of private schools that are Catholic, enrolling 66 percent of all private
school students, 25 percent of private schools, enroiling 12 percent
of>private schooi students, are affiliated with other religious demominations.
Examiniﬁg religious segregation solely in the Catholic/non-Catholic
diﬁensiou, the report shows that .the great majority of Catholics are
in public schools, but that over 90 percent of the students in Catholic
schools are Catholic: Within each sector, the Catholic/non-Catholic
segregation is least in the Catholic schools themselves, greatest in
the other private schools. The overall impact of the between-sector

gsegregation and the differing segregation within sectors is, as might
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be expected,  that schoolsbin tHe United States are more segregated along
Catholic/non-Catholic lines_thaﬁ they would be if private school students
‘were absorbed into the public schools.

3. Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segregate
whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; and the
private sector itself is more racially segregated than the public
sector (chapter 3). ' '
The evidence shows that‘the first of these premises is true

with respect to blacks but not with respect to Hispanics and that the
second -is not true with respect to. blacks or Hispanics. The end result.
with respect to Hispanics is that the segregation of U.S. schools is
little different from Qhat it would be if therevwere no private schools.
Catholic schools énroll about half as high a propprtion of blacks

as the public schools, and other ﬁrivate schools only about a‘quartér
.as high a proportion. Internally, however, tﬁe other private sector

is léast racialiy segregated and the public sector by far the most
segregatéd. The end result of fhese‘two opposing‘forces, betweén—sectbr
and within—sector; is that the segregation of black and white students,
in U.S. schools is no greater and no less than it would be if there

were no private schools, and théir.students were absorbed into-the public
sector, distributed among schools as pubiic sector black and white students

are now distributed.

4. Private.schools do not provide the educational range that public
- schools do, particularly in vocational and other nontraditional
courses or programs (chapter 4).
. The evidence on this premise is that it is correct. Schools
in both the Catholic and other private sectors provide primarily academic
.programs and have few vocational or technical courses. Even in academic

areas, however, some of :the smaller schools in the other private sector

have a limited range of subjects, as evidenced byv;he féct,that 44 percent
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of students in the other private sector are in schools with no third-
year foreign languaée courses. The lesser educational range of the
private sector is also shown by the more comprehensive character of
the high-performance public schools compared to the high-performance
private schools.
5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular

activites, and thus deprive their students of participation

in school activities outside the classroom (chapter 5).

This premise is almost the direct opposite of premise 7 on the
other side, so the answer is the same as was given there. Students
in Catholic and public schools show abou; the same amount of pafticipation
in extracurricular activities, while studeﬁts in other private schools
show more, and participation is higher for seniors than for sophémores

Thus this premise is not correct.

6. Private schools are unhealthily competitive, and thus public
schools provide a healthier affective development (chapter 5).

The report provides no direct evidence on this premise, but
the indirect evidence suggests that sbmething like the reverse is true
for the comparison between the other private and public schools. Self-
esteem and fate control are both higher 'in other private schools than
in public schools, and the sophomore-senior gain is greater.

7. Facilitating the use of private schools aids whites more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
worse off; as a result, it increases racial and economic segrega-
tion (chapter 3).

An examination of the predicted effect of a $1,000 increase
in income for all income groups shows that this would increase the
proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the private sector, as well as

the proportion of students from lower income families. Because a tuition

tax credit or a school voucher would even more greatly facilitate private
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school enrocllment fo:~students:fr6m~lowe: income families relative to
students from higher income families, we'can'expect that either of fhosev
policies wduld even more greatly incféase the ptoportion of blacks orr
Students from low-income backgrounds in the private sectér (primarily

in the Catholic sector). If either of these policies failed to increase
the proportion of blécks or students ffom low-income families in pfivate,
schools'rglatiye fo.thatbin the public schools, then,'overali, either 

of these ﬁolicies would provide greater financial benefit to'whites

than to blacks, or to higher income than to lower,income families, because
of the tuition'reducpions for‘parents of those students cufrently enrolled
in the private sector. If one considers only new entrangs into the
pfivate secfér, the evidence from the hypothetical experiment, together
with the fact that a tuition tax credit or voucher plan would iikely

be more'progressivevin itS‘éfféct than a $1,0QO increase. in income,
indicates that blacks, Hispanics, and low-income families would differen-
tially benefit,» To- consider the eduéational rather than thevfinancial
benefits means to consider only the new entrants into the private sector,
for it is only their education that would be changed; thus blacks and
Hiséanics would differentially benefit educationally.

The ‘evidence indicates'tha; facilitating use of privatg schools
through policies of the soft‘described above would not increase segregation
~along racial or economic lines but would decrease it (though the evidence
indicates that religious segregation would increase). ;Such policies
would bring more blacks, Hispanics, and Students‘from lower incqme ﬁaék-
grounds inté the private schools,.thﬁs.reducigg the between;sector segrega-
tion, and theéelétudents_ﬁould be moViﬁg from a sector of high racial
segrégétion to a sector of low racial segregatibn,-as well as from a

sector slightly highgr'in'economic segregation to one slightly lower.
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Additional results relevant to the policy question of facilitating

or constraining use of public schools:

1; At middle and highervincdme levels, the increase in probability
of enrollment of blacks with increase in income is higher than that |
of whites. At virtually all income levels, both the probability of
enrollment of Hispanics and the increase in that probability with income.
are higher than for non-Hispanic whites. Comparing Catholics with Catholics
and non-Cathoiics with non-Catholics shows that blacks have the highest
absolute rate of enrollment in Catholic schools, at low as well as.high
income levels and among both Catholics and non-Catholics, while Hispanics
" have the lowest rate. In bther private schools, black enrollment is
low at all income levels except the very highest.

2. Catholic schools more»néarly approximate the '"common school"
ideal of American education than do pubiic schools, in that the aghieve—
ment levels of students from different parental educational backgr;unds,
of black ana white students, and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white
students are more nearly alike in Catholic schools than in public schools.
In addition, the educational aspirations of students from different
parental educational backgrounds are more alike in Catholic than in
public schools. Comparing bublic and other private schools shows that
étudents in other private schools with parents of differing education
have greater differgnces in scholastic achievement, while public school
.students with differing parental education have greater differences
in educational #spirations.

3. Important factors in bringing about higher scholastic achievement
in private schools than in public schools‘afe.the greater academic demands

and more ordered environment in the private schools (section 6.3).
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The evidence shows not only that the sectors differ greatly on these
dimensions, but also that within the public schools students who are
better disciplined and are in schpols with more ordered environments

achieve more highly.

It ma& or may ﬁot bg useful_to attemyt‘to sum up thé overall implica-
tions for the premises underlying policy arguments to facilitate or
constréiﬁ the‘use of priQate schodlé. Some of the premises on each
side are confirmed, some on each side are disconfirmed...It is hard,
however, to avoid the overall conclusion that the factual premises uﬁder-
lying policies that would facilitate use of private schools ére much
better supported on the whole than those'uﬁderlying policies that would
constrain their use. Or, to put it another way, the constraints imposed
on schools in the public.sector (and there is ﬁo evidence that those
constraints are financial, compared with the ﬁrivate sector) seem to
impair their functioning as educational institutionms, without_prdviding

the more egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public schooling.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

American elementary and secondary education has been overwhelmingly
education in public schools, supported by taxes and governed by local
school boards. There have been changes recently in the structure of
support and control, with state‘and Federal governments playing increasingly
important roles in both respects. But the overwhelmingly public—school
character of‘elementary and secondary education has remained largely
unchanged; For many years, the pergentage of American children in private
schbols haé been- in the neighborhood of 16 percent, as it is currently.

However, the role of private schools in American education has
emerged és‘gn important policy question in recent years. Aithough any
answér to this question depends in part on valﬁes, it also deéendé on
facts--facts that address such questions as: How well do public and
pfivaﬁé schools work for children? Do they work differentially.well
for different types of children? Are private schools divisife, énd,
if so, along what lines? Are private schools more efficiently managed
thén puBlic schools, aﬁd, if so, why? |

bRecent policy discussions concerning private schools inbthe
United States have included Eoth proposals that would increase théir
role in American education and proposals that would decrease their role.
On the iﬁcrease side, there have been proposals for tuition tax credits
for private schools, and a bill to provide such credits was narrowiy
defeated in Congress. At the staﬁe levél, proposals for educational

vouchers have been discuséed, and in California an attempt to get such
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a proposal on the ballot for referendum was made recently. On the de-
crease side, the Internal Revenue Service reéently proposed that a
racial};omposition requiremeht, more restrictive tham that imposed on
most public schools, be a criterion for maintaining tax-exempt status.
This is one of ﬁ'sgries of attempted policy interventions to constrain
the use of private schools by whites escaping a mandatory integration
program in the public schools. |

These conflicting policy efforts are all based on certain as-
sumptions about the role of private and public schools in the United
States, Examining the assumptions, and showing the falsity of those
that are not correct, will not in itself resolve the policy questions
conéerning the roles of pﬁblic and private education in Americé. Those
policy questions include cgrtain value premises as well, such as the
relative roles of the state and the family in controlling a child's
education. This examination will, however, strengthen the factual base
on which the policy confligts are fought. To aid in doing this is the
aim of this report.

It is useful to begin the process by examining some of the most
widely held premises underlying policy proposals that woﬁld affect the
role of private education in the United States. It is these premises,
not the policy proposals, for which research like this can provide
information.

Premises underlying policies that would increase the role of

private schools:

1. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do public
schools with comparable students.

2. Private schools provide better character and personality de-
velopment than do public schools.
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Private schools provide a safer, more disciplined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools.

Private schools are more successful in creating an interest
in learning than are public schools.

.Private schools encourage interest in higher education and lead

more of their students to attend college than do pub11c schools
with comparable students.

Private schools are smaller, and thus bring about greater de-
grees of participation in sports and other activities than
do public schools. -

Private schools have smaller class sizes, and'thus'allow teachers
and students to have greater contact.

Private schools are more efficient than public schools, ac-
complishing their educational task at lower cost.

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of

schools:

1.

Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, cream-

'ing the students from higher income backgrounds and segregating

them in elite schools.

Private schools are d1V1s1ve along religious lines, segregatlng
religious groups in separate schools.

Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segre-
gate whites in private schools from blacks in public schools,
and the private sector itself is more racially segre-.

gated than the public sector.

Private schools do not provide the educational range that pub-
lic schools do, especially i vocational and other nontradl-
tional courses or programs.

Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular
activities, and thus deprive their students of participation
in school activities outside the classroom.

Private schools are unhealthily competitive, and thus
public schools provide a healthier affective development.

Facilitating the use of private schools aids whites more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
worse off; as a result, it increases racial and economic segregation.

1

1 . .
Some authors go so far as to argue that private schools reduce

crime, through reducing either in-school crime (a significant portion
of teen-age crime) or out-of-school crime (see West 1980 and Lott
and Fremling 1980). '
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Some.of these premises underlying school policies are held by
policy-makers whose decisions affect the relative roles of private and
public schools in America, and some are held by parents who choose
between private and public schools for their children. Thus information
on the correctness of theée premises islusefulinot only for educational
policy-making - in a nation, state, or city; but also for parental choice. .
Parents have a good deal of direct information on some of the questions
implicit in these premises (such as the level of discipline imposed in
the public and private schoolsAin their locale), but almost no information
on others. |

The current study, at its present stage, can provide better
information on some of these questions than on others, because different

questions require information about different aspects of schools. Some

of the questions concern the effects of schools on students withinrfhem.
Premises 1, 2, 4, and 5 from the firstllist and number 6 from the second
list raise questions of this sort. These questions are the most difficult
to angwer, because the experimentai design implicit in most of these
questions (the same child in a public school or a privaté school would
develop differently) is not possible in practice. . Conseqﬁently, statistical
analyses must be substituted for an experimental design, and such analyses
are“always subject to problems of inference. If data from more than.

one point in a child's school career are available, the.statistical
analysis is more powerful, and some of the problems of inferegce‘are
eliminated. Such data do not now exist in this study, although they

! .
<~ will be available for the sophomores in two years. For the present,

5~ dubstitute statistical techniques are used, some of which make use of
the fact that information is available on two cohorts. These statistical

techniques will be discussed at appropriate points.

T e e i g et
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A second set of the questions requires information on the dis-

tribution of students among schools. Premises 1, 2, and 3 from the

second list ére 0f this sort. Obtaining such information is muéh“less'
problemaﬁié than obtaining informatioﬁ on effects of schoolé. ‘it is
directly available for the sample of scho§ls and sample.of students

in the study. The only inferential problem is estimation of the character-
istics of all U.S. schools from those of the sample.- Because these

samples were drawn with known probab111tles from the universe of U S.
schools of different types, this estimation can be carried out without
difficulty.

There is, however, sometimes a question of another type lurkirng
behind.those of simple student distribution: What effect would a policy
that increased or decreased.the'number of students in private schools
have on the distribution of students? For example, the question might

be raiséd: What would be the effect of tuition tax éredits 6n racial
segregation in the schools? Premise number 7 in the second list_raiées'
a qﬁéstibn of this sort.

The answers to this‘kind of underlying question are not so
directly accessible as the answer to the simple question of the current
distributibn Ofbstudents.~'There are additiomal problémsbof infe?ence
‘involved; which meéns that these questions caﬁ be answered with less
certainty than the questions about current distributioﬁ.;

A third type of question involves comparing characteristics

of the public and private schools themselves. These characteristics

1An 111ustrat10n of the difficulty of answerlng such questions
‘conclu31vely is provided by recent and continuing conflicts over the
anticipated effect of particular types of court desegregation decisions
on white flight, and thus on the resultlng degree of racial segreoatlon
in the schools..
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include both the resources of public and private schools and what goes

on in the schools. Premises 3, 6,v7, and 8 from the first list and

4 and 5 from the second are relatea to such questions. Information

about school resources and about what goes on in the schools was reported

at various points in the school and student questionnaires, and, like

the information on distribution of students among the schools, is inferred

for U.S. schoois as a whole simply by the inference from sample to universe.
These distinct sets of questions lend themselves nicely to

structuring a report designed to provide a broad overview of public

and private schools. Answers to these questions can bé grouped into

four major divisions: the student composition of public and private

schools,.the-resources that go into public and private schools, the

functioning of public and private schools, and the outcomes of public

and,privatg schooling. Or, put more simply, Who is in the schools?

What resources go into them? What goes on? and What comes out? These

four divisionms, prefaced by a section on the geographic and size distribution

of public and privéte schdolé, constitute the four analyfic chapters

of this report. A concluding chapter examiﬁes the premises outlined

here in light of the findings of the analyses.
A word is necessary on the classification of schools used in

'the report. For much of the analysis, schools are classified not_into

two sectors, but into three--public, Catholic, and other private schools.

This‘isudoné because Catholic scﬁools constitute by far the largest

single group of private schools, and conétituteva less divgrse array

of schools than all private schools taken ﬁogether.' It -would be useful

to'maké various subdivisions among the other private schools, separating

out the different religious subgroups and distinguishing the nonreligious
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schools according to some criterioﬁ, but that is outside the scopebof
‘this report. In further work with these data, carried out eitheraby
us or_by'other analysts,isome such distinctions will be possible, in
part because two séecial samples of schools were drawn: Catholic schaols
that had high proportions (30 percent or more) of black students in
them, selected in addition to the representative sample 6f'Cétholic
schools; and a special sample of "high-performance" private schools---
the 11 privaﬁe schools with the highest proportions of their graduating
student bodies listed as seﬁi—finalists in the 1978 National Merit
Scholarship,competitidn.1

Iﬁ cﬁépter-B and parts of chapter 6.on1y‘the threé éectors,
public, Catholic, and other private, are compared. However, in ﬁhaptéfs 
4, 5, and 6 (section 6.1), two additional sets of schools are included.
in the comparison. These are ﬁhe eleven highfperforménce private schools
mentionéd>abdve, and a set of‘twelve high;perfbrmance'public séhoois?”
These schools are included to proﬁide extremes that can better illuminate
somé of the fésearch qﬁestions posed‘in_the report. Because of the
way they were drawn, these schools do not repfesent any other than them-

selves; thus they are not "sectors" like the public, Catholic, and other

] 1A second criterion in selecting these schools was that no two
schools would be drawn from the same state. Only one school was eliminated
by this criterion. There is a submerged stratification in this mode

of selection, since different norms for the National Merit Scholarship
tests are used in different states. The eleven schools selectgd by

this procedure do show broad geographic distribution. One of the eleven
schools is Catholic, the other ten are non-Catholic.

: 'thé twelve high-performance public schools were selected in
exactly the same way as the eleven high-performance private schools,
except that they were chosen from the sample of 894 public schools after
the sample was drawn and data collected. Because they were not drawn
from the total population of U.S. public schools, whereas the high-
performance private schools were drawn from the more than 6,000 private
schools in the country, the high-performance public schools are a some-
what less select set. /
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ﬁrivate sectors.1 Further, the results reported for these high-performance
private and public'schoolé cannot be:generélized to a larger populatidn

of schools or students, but thef do suggest something about the character
of schools that produces high-achieving studentsf2 |

Note on statistical inference: Standard errors or other measures

that show sampling variation are not presented in the text of this report.

Information necessary for calculating approximate standard errors is given

in the appendix A, p. A-1. - v

lWhen the high-performance private schools are separated out

from the two major private sectors, the results for those sectors, which
are always reported in weighted form, are hardly affected by the loss,
since the weights of the high-performance private schools, when part of
the private school sample, are very small. Throughout this report, the
‘tabulations and analyses for the Catholic and other private sectors do
not include the specially sampled high-performance private schools,
which, as explained above, affects the results for those sectors very :
~ little. The high-performance public schools are, however, included as .

part of the public sector in all tabulations and analyses, since they
were drawn in the sample to represent particular strata including other
high schools. To be perfectly consistent the private school sectors
should have included the high-performance private schools; and the separate
tabulations for the high-performance public schools should not include
in their weights any weight for schools other than themselves. As pointed
out above; however, that would hardly affect results obtained in this
report. ‘

2This probably constitutes a deficiency in the sample design in
' selection of the high-performance private schools. If the sample were
being drawn again, we would prefer to see two subgroups like these,

but representative of some identifiable segments of American private
and public schools. .



" CHAPTER 2

THE SIZE AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTIONS OF PUBLIC AND

PRIVATE SECONDARY SCHOOLS

This chapter provides an overview,of the distribution of public
and private education in the United States, emphasizing how private
education ié distributed geographically and a few general characteristics
of intergst. - These tabulations, unlike those in the remaining chapters

of the report,>are based on data for all schools in the United States.
The data are from the NORC 1978 school universe tape, which was déveioped
and compiled from several diffgrent sources.

As observers have often noted, the diversity within thé domain of

private education is in many respects greater than the differences between

1The NORC school universe file was created from the following
sources:

a) A school universe file for fall 1978, prepared by the Curriculum

Information Center, Denver, Colorado, a private organization

b) A public school universe file for Fall 1978 constructed by the
National Center for Education StatlSthS from the Fall 1978
Survey of Public Schools

¢) A private school universe file for fall 1978 prepared under
contract to the National Center for Education Statistics

d) A supplementary U.S. Civil Rights Commission file of a large

sample of public schools in the United States, fall 1976
Because file (a) was the most complete file, grade spans and enrollments
were used from that file if the school was on that file. Files b, ¢,
and d were used to augment this file.

Because of the different source material, total numbers of schools
and total enrollment differ slightly from those published in the 1978
" Fall Enrollment Survey for public schools, and from the NCES Bulletin
80-B01 for private schools. No correctlon has been made for the change
in cohort size between 1978 and 1979.

The Curriculum Information Center file contained no information
on type of private school beyond the Catholic vs. non—Catholic classifi-
cation. . Consequently, iu some tables of this chapter, a "private, non-
Catholic unclassified category will be shown, consisting of the non-~

Catholic schools that did not appear in the NCES private school universe
f11e. :



10~

public and private education in general. _Thié diversity should of course
not be lost sight of,‘but neither should it obscure the fact that fbr
some purposes it is necessary to consider the private seétor of American
secondary education as a whole. This is particularly the case as private
schools become increasingly impiicatedvin government policies in education.
Policies at the Federal and state levels that explicitly relate to pfivate
education are a relaﬁi?ely recent phenomenon, and information that can
- aid these policiés is only slowly coming.into existence.

To provide a general understanding of private schools while
retaining a part of the diversity thaﬁ is present among—thgm, most of
the analyses in this report treat private education in two broad sectors--

Catholic and non-Catholic (or "other private,”" as the latter are termed).

(These two are augménted by‘a third set, a group of specially selected
high-performance schools referred to in chapter 1.) -In this chapter,
however, there is an effort to present some of the diversity that is
lost with this dichotomization of private schools. In the next sectionm,
the classification of school types is expanded to include a breakdown
of the "other private' category into "religious-affiliated" and "non-
religious—affiliated" for comparisiom of public and private schools
along geographic'and enrol@ment lines. Then, in the second part of

this chapter, where the focus shifts to selected characteristics of
private secondary schools, additional distihctions within the reiigious-
.affiliated category are introduced to indicate some of the variability

" to be found there.
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2.1 Enrollment and Geographic Comparisions of
Public and Private Secondary Education

Table 2.1;1 shows the'number of échools and estimated1 stﬁdent‘
enfollments at the secondary level for public schools and various kind;v
of private schools. Of most interest in this table are the ﬁumericél
division of Americaﬁ:high school stﬁdents between public and érivate
schools (about 90/101pub1ic/private; with two~thirds of the stﬁdents
in prlvate schools found in Cathollc schools) and . the sxzes of schools :
in each sector. As is shown in the s;xth row of table 2. 1 1, ﬁhxch
contains the average high school enrollments in the different.secto;s,
privaté secondary schooling fends on the avérage'to be carried out in
‘much smaller schools than does pﬁblic échooling. It should be noted
that the estimates éf the number of high school students (g:ades'9 through
12) in each sector are not directly comparable to the enrollment'figures
that most commonly appeér in tﬁis sbrt of'tabulation. Those.taﬁuiétioﬁs  .
usually give the nuﬁbér of students enrolled iﬁ séhools that bffer Secbndary-
ilevel programs. As the number of grades in the average school of each |
sector (row 3 of tab1e>2.1.1) shoWs;‘theée two enrollment estimates
are likely to differ considerably: the average number of grades in
private schools with secondary-level programs is appreciably higher

than that in puBlic schools. This, of course, points to yet another

'ISinCe enrollment figures for the schools are only available
for all grades in the school, the figures given here (and in the rest
of this section) for grades 9 through 12 are estimates that may. be subject’
to some error. The enrollment figures are computed by, first, obtaining
the average number of students per grade (each school's total enrollment
divided by the total number of grades in the school) and, second, by
multiplying this average by the number of high-school-level grades that
the particular school has. For schools that have only hlgh-school grades,
this of course equals the total enrollmen;.



TABLE 2.1.1

NATIONAL FIGURES FOR NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND ESTIMATLD ENROLLMENTS IN GRADES 9-12
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EDUCATION, 1978-79 SCHOOLFYEAR?

. _ Private
U.S. Public Other - Private Private
Total Total {[Catholic | Religious -with no Non-
‘ - |Affiliation| Affiliation Catholic
Secondary-level schools:
Total number with secondary- . : , A 1 |
level grades (9-12)¢ ...... 24,132 17,822 6,310 | 1,861 1,552. ~.2,296 601
Percent of total ..eevieasse 100.0 - 73.9 26.1 1.7 6.4 9.5 2.5
Mean number of grades ..... 6.0 4,9 9.2 5.1 10.9 11.2 10.1 -
Student enrollment:- ‘ ,
Estimated total number en- A » v : |
rolled in grades 9-12 (000s)|14,866.4 | 13,508.4 ] 1,359.0 900.8 | - 168-5' 223.8 | 64.8
Percent of total enrollment: ' - . -
in grades 9-12 .......... . 100.1 - 90.9 9.1} - 6.1 1.1 1.5 0.4
Mean enrollment per school . R o
in grades 9-12 .......... 616 758 215. 484 ‘ 109 | 97. 108

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.
NOTE: Details ma§ not add to totals because of rbunding.

88chools w1th total enrollments of less than 25 students for all grade levels are excluded from
<hese and all subsequent tabulations in th1s section.

l)These non-Catholic private schools were on the CIC universe file but ﬁot}the NCES file. Conse-
quently, no information about affiliation exists beyond the fact that they are not Catholic schools.

: “The number of schools listed has not been corrected on the basis of information obtained through
the High School and Beyond sample. In the original sample of 1,122 schools, 103 were found that were not
properly high schools having their own enrollment. (For example, many area vocational schools do not have
students enrolled for graduation within them, but instead serve students from other schools, providing
the vocational part of. their program.) A new estimate was made of the size of the school universe when )
the schools represented by these schools were eliminated. This estimate gives 21,700 schools rather than
24,132, ' : : :

& e

-1~



~13-

sort of diversity, not discussed here, that research might examine--
the differences in the age ranges of the average public and private
school student's schoolmates.

Turning to geographic distributions, table 2.1.2 indicates that
there is wide variability across regions in the percentagé of high school
students in private schools,-r;nging from 4.4 percent in the Mounﬁain
states and 5.4 percent in the West South Central region‘tq 13 percent
or more in New Englaﬁd and the.Middle Atlantic.states. The relative
shares of the different types of privatg schools also show some striking
differences over this level of aggregation. The Catholic share of American
secondary education ranges from a high of 10 percent in the Middle Atlantic
region to a low of 2 percent in ﬁhe Mouhtain ;egion;

The variability among states is of cburse more pronounced,
as shown in table 2.1.3. Private educa;ion is strongest in Connecticuf,
where it enrolls nearly 17 percent of all high schoolAstudents;»Wyoming?.
at the other extreme, has only slightly over 1.5 percent of its students
in private schools.

Wiﬁhin the private sector,bthe Catholic schools are with few
exceptions strongest in the New England and Miadle Atlantic states.

Their share falls off dramatically, to under 1 percent, in the Carolinas
and in a few of the-Westerﬁ states. Other religious affiliations are
generally‘stroﬁgest through the southern Atlanfic seaboard, in Tennessee,
and in the Midwestefn states of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Iowa.

| Another qistribupional breakdown of interest concerns the locations
of schools and students in ﬁrban, suﬁdrban, and rural loéaliies. Table
2.1.4 gives the percentagesrof the constituent schools of each of the

five school types and thg.estimated high schqol enrollments in each

of these settings.



TABLE 2,1.2

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 9-~12
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS FOR EACH OF THE NINE CENSUS
REGIONS : 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

Total . Private

enrollment Other Private Private

Region Number Percent Public Totala Catholic | Religious with no ‘Non-

(000s) : Affiliation | Affiliation| Catholic
United States total ... | 14,866  100.0 90.9 9.1 6.1 1.1 1.5 0.4
New England ......... 876 100.0 | 86.2 13.8 8.1 0.7 4.7 0.4
Middle Atlantic ..... | 2,650 100.0 87.0 13.0 10.3 1.2 1.2 0.3
South Atlantic ...... | 2,201 100.0 91.9 8.1 3.3 | 1.6 2.6 0.6

East South Central .. 959  100.0 91.9 8.1 2.8 1.7 2.9 0.8

West South Central .. | 1,427 100.0 94.6 5.4 3.5 0.7 : 0.9 0.3
East North Central .. { 3,004 100.0 90.7 9.3 7.4 1.1 0.6 0.3
West North Central .. | 1,180  100.0 91.1 8.9 6.5 1.1 - 0.5 0.4
Mountain ..eeeeeeeeoe 682 100.0 95.6 4.4 2.3 0.6 0.9 0.6
Pacific veveevesens.. | 1,888 100.0 92.4 7.6 4.7 1.1 1.2 0.5

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

4petails in private sector may not add to totals because of rounding.

—f]‘[_
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TABLE 2.1.3
ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 9-12 IN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY STATE: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR2
Total Private
.. enrollment . Other Private - Private
uRgglon and State Nomber Pubxlc Catholic | Religious with no Non-
(000s) Percent Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic

New England ‘ :

Connecticul .ceevsecaasanes 230.3 100.0. 83.1 9.0 0.9 6.2 0.8

Massachusetts8 seeseanscssss 409.5 100.0 86.9 9.3 0.3 3.4 0.2

MAINE cevvesesssvnsonsasneas 81.8 100.0 90.2 1.7 0.7 6.9 0.5

New llampsllire ®oessaessec000 60-2 10000 88.0 401 2-3 5-5 0-1

Rhode . Island ..eeeecsvccons. 59,2 100.0 85.5 12.0 1.3 1.2 0.0

Vermdnt u.’o-.u-’..to.......! 35-3 100-0 8700 4.1 0-2 8.8 0.0
Middle Atlantic ,

New Jersey ssssecseenssss s 550-9 10000 88-6 9.6 -6 1-1 ) 001

NCW York cooo.-u-n-co‘o-oco'. 1,212.8 100.0 86-5 10'1 ) 1‘8 152 0-4

Pennsylvania .--n;ioctoonno- 88603 100-0 86.6 11-0 008 1.2 0-4

. ™ ‘A

South Atlantic o

washington’ DICI S 090 ¢ 008 08 o 37.1 100-0 79.9 14.1 202 3'2 095

Delaware .ceecsssoccsessace 46,7 100.0 85.6 10.6 1.3 2.3 0.2

Florida a & 6 0 % 0 60 & 800N S0 69 489.1 100'0 89.4 . 4.2 2.4 3.3‘ 0.8

GeOorgiad sivovsvvcacocsncens 343.4 100.0 93.7 1.0 1.4 3.5 0.5

Maryland .ceceescncenccccss 268.9 100.0 86.5 9.2 1.6 1.7 0.9

North Carolina ..eceveveaas 328.4 100.0 95.3 0.5 1.2 2.4 0.7

South Carolina .seeeenccocss 223.0 100.0 94.0 0.8 1.5 3.2 0.5

Virginia s s s essrs0see R0 345-0 100.0 93.5 2.0 1-5 2.3 008

West Virginia ...cveeces cee 118.9 100.0 97.0 2.1 0.5 0.4 0.1
East South Central

Alabama .ceeveoveccnascncone 268.5 100.0 93.7 1.1 1.5 3.1 0.5

KentucCkyY secesosssesssocsie 255.0 100.0 '91.6 6.4 0.6 1.1 0.3

MissisSippi eevecevssecccas 164.7 100.0 90.6 1.5 0.8 5.0 2.1

Tennessee ..oeeeeses seaeaase 270.6 100.0 91.0 2.0 3.3 3.0 0.7

..g'[_



TABLE 2f1.3——Continued

Total Private
enrollment . Other Private Private
Region and State Nomber Pub11c Ccatholic Religious with no Non—
(000s) Percent Affiliation| Affiliation | Catholic
West South Central : :
Arkansas .ce.osesssccssosnsss 133.2 100.0 96.3 1.6 0.6 1.1 0.5
Louisiana cececscaccssssens 270.8 100.0 85.4 10.3 0.8 2.5 0.9
Oklahoma «.cvoceasceesscanes 190.2 100.0 97.8 1.1 0.6 0.3 0.2
TEXAS ceessveescessccnancnss 833.2 100.0 96.6 2.1 0.6 0.5 0.1
East North Central
T111in0is .cueesvesconssascans 809.9 100.0 88.2 10.1 0.8 0.7 0.2
Indiana .ceosocecascsessonsss 377.7 100.0 93.7 4.2 0.9 0.7 0.6
Michigan ..eesesccescssosse 666.8 100.0 91.5 3.9 2.0 0.5 0.2
Ohio +secevvesscocsnncessnas 815.7 100.0 91.3 7.7 0.5 0.5 0.1
WisconsSin .ceeesscocancccss 333.6 100.0 90.4 6.8 1.8 0.5 0.5
~West North Central
IOWA +scuoveevcsesvrcsnscernsss 194.2 100.0 89.0 8.2 2.6 0.0 0.3
Kansas ..iceeseessnsnsannsns 143.5 100.0 93.3 4.9 0.3 0.6 0.9
‘MIinNesota .sececcecssscnssns 306.2 100.0 93.4 4.8 1.1 0.5 0.2
MiSSOUTL ocesssssncncecannoss 337.1 100.0 - 89.5 8.5 0.7 0.9 0.4
North Dakota eeeescnccecsos 49,2 100.0 94.3 5.3 0.3 0.1 0.0
Nebraska sccseesccscssoasos 98.2 100.0 88.2 10.5 0.5 0.3 0.5
South Dakota 'ooot.-.unqyoluc 5102 10000 91-9 4e7 1.0 009 1.6
Mountain , ’
Arizona ..cieeseevecnenoonns 168.2 100.0 95.2 2.6 0.4 1.2 0.6
Colorado .ceeeevecesncsncses 174.6 100.0 95.0 2.5 1.0 1.1 0.4
Idaho .tevssesusvecossconcons 51.4 100.0 " 97.7 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.6
"MONLANA sevessscoscssssrssa 54.9 100.0 93.9 4.3 0.5 0.9 0.5
New MeXiCO sosesosncssosnas 85.2 100.0 94.3 1.9 0.9 1.5 1.4
Nevada ...eecesnescacscnaes 40.6 100.0 96.5 3.1 0.2 0.1 0.0
Utah  cecesecsnnnancecsassns 82.4 100.0 97.5 1.1 0.3 0.2 1.0
WYyoming e.ceecscssasccsssses 24.8 100.0 98.5 0.6 0.0 0.9 0.0

.—9'[_



TABLE 2.1.3--Continued

Total Private
enrollment . Other Private Private
Region and State T ber Public ‘| o tholic | Religious | with no Non~
(000s) | Percent Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic
Pacific ‘ v o :

Alaska ‘.’;..III......'..'...I" 27.9 100.0 97.2 0.9 2'0 o.o 0.0
California ..... sreseseenns l,425.3 100.0 92.0 5.2 1.0 1.3 0.5
HaWa 1 ceeecoscsososovssoss 59;0 100.0 85.0v' 6.7 4,0 3.4 0.9
Oregon ._.....v.............' 145.2 - 100.0 95.3& K 3.0 0.6 0.5 0.6
3.1 1.2 0.6 0.6

Washington ....eeceeveee... | 230.6  100.0 94.5

. SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

aApproximations derived from'infbrmation on the schools' enrollménts, the number of'secéndary-
level grades, and the total number of grades in each school. )
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TABLE 2.1.4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR SCHOOLS AND ESTIMATED ENROLLMENTS

(GRADES 9-12) IN URBAN, SUBURBAN, AND RURAL COMMUNITIES

BY SCHOOL SECTOR: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

A Private _
;2ﬁ2i Public : Other Pyivgte Private
Total |Catholic | Religious with no Non-
Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic
Total number: .
SChOOLS vvvevevenveneenees |24,131.0} 17,822.0]6,309.0 | 1,860.0 1,552.0 2,296.0 601.0
Students (000s) ..;....;... 14,863.0| 13,505.1| 1,357.9 . 900.7 168.6 ' 223.8 64.8
Schools: ‘ »
Total percent ...eeeesesss 100.0 100.0 | = 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
UTban  veeeierecscnsenneos 15.9 11.5 28.2 22.0 26.7 35.6 22.5
| Suburban ... ciecenaneen 36.1 33.9 42,1 60.6 34.5 33.4 38.1
e 48.1 54.6| ©29.7 | 17.4 38.8 31.0 31.4
Students:

Total PErCent «.eeeeeeess. 100.0 100.0 | -100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Urban .iieesieencansanaes 22.4 22.5 22.2 20.2 30.8 24.5 19.9
SUbUTDAN  +vernernennennns 47.9 46.7 60.0 68.6 45.7 42.3 38.6
RUFAL +veenvnnnrenennnnnes 29.7 30.9 17.8 11.3 23.5 33.2 41.5

SOURCE:

NORC School Universe Tape, 1979.

87~
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It is apparent that the publit and private sectors are-diétribﬁtéd
quite differently across these categories, in both schools and enrollments.
Combaring public and private schools overall (columns 2 and 3), private’
schools tend to be substantially ﬁcre concentrated in urban and surburban
areas than do‘public schqols, the majority of whch are rural-based.

(0f course, as the list from the_tabie shows, a far smaller percentage

of students are in rural-schools.) Within the private sector, the schools
with no religious affiliatién are more likely to»bé urban than the other .
types.. Catholic\schools are heavily concentrated in suburban communities:

r:,ﬂy;
and relatively

fa%e in rural areas.

For overall public and private sector enrollmenté (columns 1~
‘and 2), the difference; are found in the suburban and rurél areas.
- Owing lafgely to the hi%h Catholic enrollments in the suburbs (68.6
percent of the Catholic:high school students), the private sector is .
well above the national suburban average (coluﬁn 1). When this finding
is coupled with the fact that private education enrolls slightly below -
the-national average in urban communities, a pattern somewhat contrary
to expectation emerges. Research on Catholic education frequently
assumes that Catholic enrollments are concentrated in urban areas (see
Erickson 1978, p. 90). Furthermote, the subﬁrban public schools are
lcommonly believed to be of such quality that private sqhools are com-
paratively less distinctive and thus less attractive there. Over against
these notions, table 2.1.4 shows th;t‘the private sector enrolls no
greater a proporfion‘of i;s students in the cities tﬁan the public
sector does of itS‘studehts; and that private education appears to be

at its competitive strongest in the suburbs.
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2.2 Selected Attributes of Private Secondary Schools

While the analyses presentedvin this report are carried out
on private secondary education as a relaﬁively undifferentiated whole
vis-§-vis public secondary eaﬁcation, further research is clearly needed
on the numerous lines of‘diversity within the private sector. The mosﬁ
important distinctions that can be drawn here appear to be between the
religious- and not-religious—affiliated categories and, within the
religious-affiliated category, among the schools of the various faiths.
This section briefly examines a few of the more striking differences
found in the structural arrangements of some of these principal divisions
within private education.

Table 2.2,1 gives the numbers of schools and secondary enrollments
for the not-religious—affiliated and.the five largest religious-affiliated
categories. Although the numbers of schools in the two categories are
not greatly different, over 80 percent of the students are in religiously
affiliated schools. (For discussi&ns of the historical and doctrinal
backgrounds of the various types of schools given in table 2.2.1, as
well as others not included here, see Kraushaar 1972 and Erickson 1978).

Table.;:Z.Z shows'the distribution of variéus types of schools,
classified by grade,levelé”cbVéiéd and curriculum. In general, the
‘table shows, for tépes of curriculum, that there are féw vocational-
technical schools outside the public school system, but ﬁhere are com—
pérable percentages of special education schools and alternative-schools,
with some of eaéh to be found in all types of schools.

Finally,‘table 2.2.3 shows the percentage of male, female, and

coeducatiosnal schools among private schools of all affiliatioms, and
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TABLE 2.2.1°
SELECTED PRIVATE SCHOOL STATISTICS BY AFFILIATION
OF SCHOOL: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR
Number of Percent Percent Estimated
hool ) Estimated
Affiliation Schools With of ?otal Enrollment in of Total Mean StudenF
: . Secondary Private des 9-1 ~ Private Enrollment in
Grade Levels Schools Grades 9-12 Enrollment ‘Grades 9-12
Total private ......coveeeess 6,310 .- 100.0 1,357,725 100.0 215.0
Non-Affiliated ...... 2,296 36.4 . 223,772 16.5 97.5
Catholice R R R PR TR R 1,861 29.5 900,776 66.3 484.0
Baptist R R TR R 510 8.1 42,340 3.1 83.0
Jewlsh wiveiivensosennerans 157 2.5 - 22,458 1.7 143.0
LUtRETAN © +evenreoeennnnnnss 124 2.0 22,273 1.6 179.6
Episcopal ...ovevenccnnnses 114 1.8 18,794 1.4 164.9
Other religious affiliation. 643 10.2 62,537 4.6 97.3
Non-Catholic unclassified? . 610 9.6 65,033 4.8 106.6

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

#These schools, except four, are schools from the CIC file not found in the NCES file.

.
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TABLE 2.2,2

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

SCHOOLS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL:

'1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

Total Schools

Combined

2.3

- Sécondary Special Vocational- Altérnative
Type of School - - Elementary- Technical
Number | Percent Only Secondary Education
All 5choolS ..aveee-- 18,951 100.0 75.0 18.0 4.0 1.5 1.4
Public ....eeenans co. | 13,429 100.0 - 90.1 7.0 0.1 2.2 0.5
Private: )
No affiliation ....| 2,293 100.0 16.7 50.6 25.2 0.2 7.1
Catholic ..... ceve. | 1,688 100.0 83.1 7.6 7.3 0.6 1.2
BAPELSE +eeureeee..| 510 100.0 3.9 95.1 0.2 0.0 0.2
Jewish ...... ceenes 157 100.0 45,2 -48.4 3.8 0.6 0.6
Lutheran st an B s LS ]24 100'0 52»4 39-5 . 7.3 000 0.8
Episcopal ..... .o 114 100.0 45.6 49.1 » 1.8 0.0 3.5
Other affiliation . 643 100.0 16.0 78.9 0_.2 2.3

NOTE:

Details may not add to totals because of rounding,

lSOURCE: This table is based only on schools that appeared on the NCES school universe filej

excludes schools in the Curriculum Information Center file for which the NCES file had no data.

—.Zz_
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TABLE 2.2.3

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH DIFFERENT .
AFFILIATIONS, BY SEX OF STUDENTS SERVED; 1978~79 SCHOOL YEAR?

s e Trener] e | Mo [T

Females

Total private ......| 5,529  100.0 9.2 9.7 | 8L.1
No affiliation .... 2,292 100.6 5.9 2.§ 91.5
Catholic +vevovnnn| 1,691 100.0 | 16.6 | 25.6 57.9
BADLISE eeevoesenn 508  100.0 0.8 0.0 . 99.2
Jewlsh wveeennenns 157  100.0 4.1 | 14.7 43.2
Lutheran '........g 124 100.0 1.6 0.0 98.4
Episcopal .eeeene.| 114 100.0 14.0 11.4 74.6
Other «veeseeseces 643  100.0 - 1.2 1.1 97.7

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

8This table is based only on schnols that appeared on the NCES

school universe file; it escludes schools in the Curriculum Information Center
file for which the NCES file had no data.
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table 2.2.4 the percentage of boarding schools among them. As indicated
earlier, the affiliaﬁioh breakdowns'usedxhere are not used in later
chapters, which are based on the High School and Beyond sampie of schools
and students. These tables thus serve to give SOme_sepse“bf:;hngihd‘

of schools.contained within the'privaté;secto:, eSpeqiallyA;hg_ganfCatholic

. ee sl ' . L 1
private sector {or, as it is called later, the "other private" sector).

1Data from NCES on private school enrollments for the 1978-79
school year show that about 80 percent of all students who attend private
"secondary only" schools are in Catholic schools. The figure of 66
percent given in table 2.2.1 reflects the fact that a great number of
private, non-Catholic high school students attend schools that are
classified as "combined elementary and secondary."

We are indebtéd to Roy Nehrts from NCES for the tabulations
on private schools, and to the technical report of the Sage group
(McLaughlin and Wise 1980).
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TABLE 2.2.4

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OFvSCHOOLS WITH,DIFFERENT
AFFILTATIONS BY DAY-BOARDING MIX: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

Affiliat ioh Ni::)ae]; S c:::lcint | Day On ly Bog;c;:i}.’g g M::xeai'd. DéY

: , . : oarding
Total private ......| 5,528  100.0 82.9 3.9 13.2
No affiliation ....| 2,293  100.0 77.5 6.0 16.6
Catholic .........| 1,691  100.0 89.8 | 2.7 7.6
BaptiSt  .eeeseen.s 507  100.0 97.6 . 0.6 1.8
Jewish weveeeen.| 157 1000 | 65.0 | 3.2 31.9
Lutheran  .....,..; 124 - 100.0 84.7 - 1.6 13.7
Episcopal ..v..... | 114  100.0 50.0 7.0 43,0
Other affiliation . 642  100.0 | 82.1 2.7 . 15.3

SOURCE: . NORC School Universe Tape.

%This table is based only on schools that appeared on the NCES
school universe file; it excludes schools in the Curriculum Information
Center file for which the NCES file had no data.
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CHAPTER 3
THE STUDENT COMPOSITION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

This chapter addresses a series of questions about the student
composition of public and private schools.‘ A major criticism of poli-~
cies designed to aid priv;te education has been that private schools
- tend to be divisive.along'economic, religious, and racial lines. This
has been perhaps the principai argument against such aid.

There are two wholly different issues ofveconomi;, religioﬁs,
and racial segregation raised by the existence of private schools.

The first, and the one to which most attention has been given, is the
segregation between the public sector and the private séctor, Thé
second is the segregation that exists among schools within each sector.

Although these issues are different, they are related, for the
criticism that private schools are divisive'aléng economic, religious,
or racial lines is a cyiticism that points to both forms of segregatiom.
First, the existence of a private school alternative allows those with
financial resources to segregate'the;selves from the remainder in public
school; second, the existence of choice among private achools facili-
tates segregation albng theée lines within the private sector itself.
If,vfor example,_minorities who do attend private schools are concen-
trated in schools enrolling a small proportion of whites, then even
a large proportion of minority students in the private schools is hardly
a rebuttal to the charge that privaté education functions to increase

social divisiveness along racial lines.
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Yet matters are not so clear as the criticism would suggest,
because choice exists within the public sector as well. Residential
mobility, thé principél way in which such choice i$ exercised; has
increased over the years, and‘along with‘it the potential for fémilies
with sufficient resources to segregate their children from others,
wholly within the'pﬁblic,secﬁor. Thus an examination of these issues
is not merély to document the obvious. It is rather to examine segre-
gating tendencies as they are manifested both within and between the
sectors of education. For each issue area, then, the analysis begins
with a comparison of segrégation between sectors and mo;es on to a
comparison of within-sector segregation. The basic method used for
assessing the extent of within-sector segregation is described in
appendix A. | | |

In addition to the issues related to the racial aﬁd ethnic,
economic, and religiqus compositions of private and public schodls,
a fourth sgbstantive area, one that has been growing in importance in
recent years, is addressed in this chapter: the education of handi—
capped children. bFollowing the presentation on the other three issue
areas are summary tables and a brief discussion of the role of the
private sector in the éducation of the handicapped. _

Finally, it.is possible to make some predictions about the
impact on segregation of potential policy changes that would draw stuf
dents from the public sector into the private sector, or, conversely,
changes that would draw more stﬁdents into the public sector. Such
predictions are made for racial and éthniclsegregation and for ecoﬁomic

segregation,
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3.1 The Racial and Ethnic Backgrounds of
Public and Private School Students

Issues related to the racial and ethnic compositions of the
private schools constitute a major component of the controversy surrounding
private education. Opposition to policies designed to facilitate private |
education is fféquently based on the assumption that the private schools
function as a means for whites tovescape the raciél integration that
- has been imposed in tﬁe public sector. As evidence of the segregating
role that private education‘plays, critics assgert that.private schools
on the whole enroll proportionately smaller numbers of ainority'students,
particularly blacks and Hispanics.

Past research suppbrts this claim., <XKraushaar's (1972) survey
of 251 private secondary schools found that, overall, less than 5 péfcent
of the total enrollment was of racial or ethnic minority status. None-
theiess, supporters of private education assert that serious efforts
have been made in recent years throughéut a large segment of the private
sector to reduce the underenrollment of minorities.

The High School and Beyond survey was designed to provide accu-
rate representatiﬁn of the black and Hispanic student population in
American secondary education. The two-stage probability sample that
was employed drew schools As the first-stage unit and a random sample
of students withiﬁ the selected schools as the second stage. . Oversam-
pling was carried oﬁt on seven types of schools, four of which were
included to faci}itate analyses concerned with black or Hiﬁpanic stu-

: 1
dents, The normally sampled public schools included school racial

i

composition as one of the stratification criteria.
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Tgble 3.1.1 shows the diétribuﬁion'of white, black, and Hispanic
students among the threé échool typés, as well as the distributions
for the sophomore and seﬁior c1asSes.1_ As prior research and public
opinion Igad us to expect, blacks are proportionately overrepresented
in the public sector and underrepresented in the privaﬁe sector. Aver-’
aging over grades 10 and 12 shows that the percentage of blacks in Catholic
schools is a'littlé,under half that in the public'schools, while the
percentage of blacks in the othef;pfivate schools is only about a fourth
that in the public schools; The percentage of Hispanics inrthé private
schools is much closer té that in thg public schools than is the case
for blacks. The percentage in the'CatHolic schoéls is as great as thatv
in the public schools, and the percentage in the other private.schools
is about two-thirds that in the public schools, 2

Tﬁe-presentation of these distributions does not, of course,
address the question of why they take the form they do. Three factors

in particular are worth noting as hypotheses amenable to empirical test.

First, the geographic location of private schools may account for some

vlThe race/ethnicity variable is constructed from items BB089
and BB090 in the codebook. Students are classified here as Hispanic
if they gave as their origin or descent any one of the four classes
- under the heading of "Hispanic or Spanish" on BB09O, regardless of how
they responded to BB089. Students are classified as white if they
listed themselves as "white'" on BB089 and did not describe themselves
as of Hispanic or Spanish origin on BB090. Similarly, students are
identified as black if they listed themselves as "black™ on BB089 and
did not mark Hispanic or Spanish origin on BB090. Thus constructed,
this variable includes over 95 percent of the students surveyed. (Nearly
all the remainder consists of persoms who classified themselves in
a racial category other than black or white.) '

.2The sampling error on the proportion of Hispanics in other
private schools is especially high because ove: half of the Hispanic
students in this sector were in a single school.



TABLE 3.1.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHITES, BLACKS, AND HISPANICS IN PUBLIC
. AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY GRADE: SPRING 1980

Private i
U.8. Total " Public - —
Race-Ethnicity® . - Total 1 Catholic 44r0ther Private
Grade Grade ,
. 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12

Total enrollment:

Number (000s) .... 3,727.2 3,020.7 3,378.5 2,717.0 | 348.7 303.7 227.2 200.1|121.5 103.6

Percent ..eeeeess 100.0°  100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
White avevsveensees 74.9 78.8 73.7 78.0 | 86.2 86.2| 83.9 85.4| 90.4 87.9
1 PYS 13.9 11.5 14.8 12.2 | 4.5 5.0| 58 55| 2.2 4.1
HiSPanic - eoeevoens. 7.6 6.2 7.7 6.3 6.5 5.8| 7.5 6.7 4.6 4.2
Other weeeevviennes | 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 | 2.9 2.9| 2.9 2.5/ 2.9 3.9

NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

The race/ethnicity variable is constructed from items BBO89 and BB090 in the codebook. Students
are classified here as Hispanic if they gave as their origin or descent any one of the four classes under
the heading of "Hispanic or Spanish” on BB090, regardless of how they responded to BB089. Students are
classified as white it they listed themselves as "white" on BB089 and did not describe themselves as of

llispanic or Spanish origin on BB090. Similarly, blacks are identified as students listing themselves as

"black" on BB089 and not marking Hispanic or Spanish origins on BB090. Thus constructed, this variable
includes over 95 percent of the students surveyed. (Nearly all the remainder consists of persons who
classified themselves in a racial category other than black or white.)

_os_
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part of'tﬂe,diffé:ence betweeh publiéAand priva:e'schqdls in their
proportion of black studenfs. frivate schools may tend'to be.located

in areas that have lower proport1ons of blacks than the areas in which
pub11c schools are located. Second, xncome d1fferences between black
and white families are_likely to account for another part of the dif-
ferencef_'Thitd,:religiou§rdifféfenc§$ amoﬁg racial or ethnic grﬁups
mayvplaj a part. The fact that blacks are less likely to be Catholic
than.argznispanics'and non-Hispanic_whites may account fof some part

of the underrepresentation of blacks in the Catholic schools £ompared

to the pubiic scthls-—thpugh not, of course, for the underrepresentation
of blacks iﬁ the bthe; private schools. Part of this difference between
Cathqlic and other private séhools in the proportion of blacks enroiled
may be due to the first two of these three factors, rather than religion-~that
is, a greétér proportion of Catholic schools may be located in or near
conceqtf#tions of black students in large cities; and tuition may be
flqﬁé;'in'Cathdlic'schools. | |

; The‘firstlof tﬁese'hypdtheses>can be testéd by data on thé racial
and éthnic'éompositidn‘of the local areas in which the sampledlschools
-are found. ‘The'data that come closest tb fitting thié desériﬁtioﬁ are
.ghe 1970 U.S. Censu§ counts aggrégated_according to U.5. Postal Se:viée

zipcodes.1 Because the available information on the schools includes

o 1The data employed are from the U.S. Bureau of the Census Popu-
lation and Housing Fifth Count Summary Tapes, 15 and 20 percent samples,
Files A and B. File A consists of summaries for 3-digit zipcode areas,
and represents the entire United States population. File B consists
of summaries for the 5-digit zipcode areas within Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (SMSAs) only. Of the 1,016 schbols’in’theiﬂigh School
and Beyond sample, 548 have 5~digit zipcode information; 456 have
3-digit, and 11 could not be matched with either of the Census files
because of missing 1nformat1on on the latter.
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their zipcodes, it is possible t6 cqﬁpéfevthé racial and‘ethnié éompo-
sition of a 8chboi to the racial and ethnic composition of the same
age gréup in the area covered by that zipcode. The Census classifica-
tion closest to the ages of high school 30phombrés'aéd'éenibrhbis the
16- to 21-year'agéfcategdfy.' '

To make such a cdmparison,'thé numbers of blacks,'HiSpanics,1
and all 16- to 21—yearbblds'in zipcode areas containing sampled schodls
of a given sector are aggfegatéd, weighted by the numbers of sophomores
and seniors in‘schools of that sector in the zipcode. (Methods of
‘carrying out these calculations are descfibed in appendix A, section
A.3.).

‘Table 3.1.2 presents the results of these cdmparisonsQ2 The

first and fourth rows show the proportion of blacks and HiSpaniéé égeth

there is no'Hispanic category in the Census race question,

. and Hispanics do not enter into the "other" category. of that question. -
For present purposes, we have equated "Hispanic” with the Census category
"Spanish American." The latter refers to people of "Spanish language,"
of Spanish surname, or of Puerto Rican birth or parentage, depending

on the area of the country. In order to obtain mutually exclusive white,
black, and Hlspanlc categories, we assume that most of those that the
Census Bureau classified as "Spanish American" classified themselves
as "white" on the race question. Thus, for each zipcode area, the number
of non-Hispanic whites is obtained by simply subtracting the number

of Spanish Americans from the number of whites. Proportions are calculated
by dividing the numbers of non-Hispanic whites, Spanish Americans, and
blacks by the count of all 16~ to 2]l-year-olds in the area.

2The g. S. total 1970 areal proportions of 16- to 21-year-old

blacks and Hispanics differ somewhat from the totals for the 1980 High
School and Beyond.survey. The 1970 zipcode data show 10.2 percent ‘black
and 5.0 percent Hispanic. Table 3.1.2 shows that the 1980 sample is

12.8 percent black and 7.0 percent Hispanic. ‘Assuming no measurement
error, the dlfferences between these figures point to demographic changes
over the last decade. In the absence of detailed information about
where the local changes. have occurred which, when' aggregated, account

for these overall shifts, we assume as a first approx1mat10n that the
changes are distributed uniformly. The figures given in table 3.1.5
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16 to 21 thatvlive in the iocal areee of the school of the average student
in each of the dlffereetwechool types, the second and flfth rows show

the proportlons’of blacks and Hlspanlcs respectlvely in theischools

" of each sector. - Compgring the public and‘private sectors as wholes,

“ .wesee that private schools are located in areas where the black popula-

“fyffeﬁﬁ{s*fefj-slighfly iower than fhe average for the public schools

' ;(12 4 percent vs. 12.8 percent) and where the Hispanic populatlon 1s f
'very slightly higher (7.5 percent vs. 6.9 percent). The d1fferences

:in both cases are sufficiently small that they can be regerded as approxi-
maeely the same. | |

‘From these daté,[then, we cannot conclude that_private schools

underenroll blacks because the schools are not located;close to where o

blacks 11ve;: If the geOgraph1c distribution of schools'we;e the only

' ,constraint;onﬁblack enrollment ﬁe would expect to find a black enroliﬁene
in tﬁe érivate secﬁer abogtvthe'same as that in the pubiieveeeeee;‘
,Asrphe fhird_;ow of teble 3,1.2ushovs, the average privete eeﬁeol'student
attends{a school that ﬁas about 7.7 percent fewer blacks eerelledvin

it than there are blacks in the area in which the school.ieflqéefed,'

‘ere derlved on thls assumptlon. They are cemputed by'simply'edding

) nthe differences between the overall proportioms of blacks and Hispanics

~.in 1980 .and their respectlve 1970 overall proportlons to the propor-
“tional local compositions for the average students in each school type.
The Census data show that the average public school student attends

a school located in an area that is .102 black and .049 Hispanic and
that the average private school student attends a school located in

.. an .area that is .098 black and .055 Hispanic. Thus, since the difference
' between the 1980 and 1970 overall proportions of blacks is .128 - .102
. = ,026, the corrected proportioh of blacks in the community for the
average public school student is .102 + .026 = .128, while for the -
average private school student it is .098 + .026 = ,124. For Hispanics
the overall difference is .070 - .050 = .020, and the corrected propor-
tions are .049 + .020 = .069 for the average public schcol student and
.+055 + ,020 = ,075 for the average private school student.
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 TABLE 3.1.2

PROPORTIONAL RACIAL AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF THE SURVEYED
HIGH SCHOOLS' LOCAL GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, WEIGHTED BY SCHOOL
ENROLIMENTS, AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LOCAL AREAS AND

SCHOOLS, BY EDUCATIONAL SECTOR: SPRING 1980 '

- Private
Measure U.S. Total Public ‘
¥ : P Other
: Total Catho;1c Private
1. Proportion of
local population _ : : :
that is black .. .128 .128 124 .132 .110

2. Propo:ﬁion of
sector enrollment ' ' - , L
that is black .. .128 137 .047j vA .056 - .030

3. Over- or under~

' representation in : ’ ,
proportion black. v .009 -.077 -.076 -.080

4. Proportion of
local population : : .
that is Hispanic .070 .069 .075 080 . 067

5. Proportion of B ‘
sector enrollment 07 | .o .062 .071 L0644
that is Hispanic

6. Over~ or under-
representation in

proportion 1 v b
Hispanic seese e 0002 —0013 -‘009 -0023

7. Sum total of
' school enrollments
used for weighting
local popuéation
proportion  .... 6,852,696 | 6,195,338 658,158 429,224 227,934

SQURCE: - (1) High School and Beyond, 1980; {(2) U.S. Bureau of the Census
1970 Census of Population and Housing Fifth Count Summary Tapes (15 and 20 per-
cent samples). Files A and B: Population and Housing Sumharies for, 3- and 5-
- digit Zipcode Areas. ' :

~ NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

®Local proportions are corrected for overall changes in proportion black,

white,'and Hispanic from 1970 to 1980. (See footnote 2, p. 32 for further
discussion. '

Sector proportlons are obtained by c°mb1n1ng the figures for sophomores
and seniors given in table 3.1.1.

“These figures represent the sum of student weights w1hhout reference
to any other variable; because of missing values the sums are hlcher than any
of the total numbers given in other tables.
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while the éverage public school student attends a school with 0.9 percent
more bLacks;inuit;than iﬁ:the_surnounding:area-

For.Hispanicﬁ,'we.would again expecﬁ to find about the same:y;éQQU
lpropottioné in .the public and private sectors. .Liﬁg}ﬁﬁghoWs that thefe"
is only a-sma11:ﬁnderrepresentatiog of,Hispanicistudénts, 1.3 percent,

in theiprivate‘sector.

Looking at Catholic and other private schools separately, there

Tare more blacks in. the areas surrounding Catho1ic schoolé.(13.2 percent -

on average) than in the areas surrounding other é;ivatelschools (11.0 pefé
cent). ﬁThismpaftially:ﬁccounthfor thé gfeater.numbérs of blacksvin
Cathoiic_schqols_(5,6 perc¢nt'cqmpared.to 3.0 éercent), Similarly,
Cathoiic#schools_are located in'areas.wiﬁh-greaper concentrations of
Higpggiés;Jbutnline_G shows that thé>Catholic.schools‘containvapprokimatély
the sqme~pr0p6rtion,of_Hispanicé«as“reside.in thoée_areas (7.1 percent
tp‘S.O'percent), while the other private schools have 2.3 percent fewer
Hispanics:fhan are found in ﬁhe local areas.

- Altogether, although other private schools are located in areas
wiﬁh somewhat fewer black residents, which partly accounts for their
lowe;,blaék enrollments, the iow‘enrollment of blacks in private schools
as a whole cannot be accounted for by the geographic distribution of
blﬁck residence.,,th»Hispanics, the enrollmen; iﬁ Catholic,échools
is slightly above the natidhal»average; fhe lower enrollment in other

:private schools again cannot be accounted for by geog:aphic dist?ibu-‘

'ﬁioanthough,~asléeforég‘ﬁﬁese schools‘arg’located in.areas withvsome—

what féwegﬁﬁiséaﬁiQfresidenﬁé;-»*‘b - |

Ihé.seéond>hypbt$é3i§5'Eﬁ#giincomé dffferen§e§ &féxrespopsible

for the lower enrollments of blacks and Hispanics  in Catholic and other
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private schools, can be exaﬁined by lﬁoking at the prdbortion of Hispanics,
blacks, and non-Hispanic whi;gs in eéch of theée’sectqgs at each income
level.1 Figures‘3.1.i and 3.1.2 show this for C;thOIiC‘and other private .
_ schools respectively. |
Figure 3.1.1 shows that income d1fferences do account for a

large part of the lower enrollments of blacks in Catholxc schools. '

At the lower- and mlddle-lncome levels, the d1fference in enrollments
-of blacks and whites in Catholic schools is 2 to 3‘percent;'1t is 1
pefcegt at the highest level. This comp#res with a difference of 4.2
pércent when income is not taken into’acéount. (Peréentaging table -
‘3.1.1 across the rows instead of dqwn‘the'columns, we find'thaﬁ 7.0
percént of all non-Hispanic whites are in Catholic schools, ﬁhilg 2.8
pétceat of blacks are in Cgtholic schools.) These data iﬁdicate éhat
the public-Catholic differen;e in proportions of blacks ﬁould be reduced
to less than half its size if blacks‘ﬁad the same income distribution
as whites.
There is a higher percentage of Hispanics th;n of non~Hispanic
whites in Catholic schools ét nearly every income level, increasingly
so at higher income levels. ths; if the incomes of Hispanics and nom-
 Hispanic whites were the same, Hispanics would be somewhat overrepresented
in-Catholic schools. . , ‘ . : 7 )
Figure 3.1.2.shows tﬁat ;he,ihcreaée in percent enrolled with

-

increase in income is much less for all three groups in other private

1I'nformation on the family income level of students was obtained
from variable BB10l, which asked which one of seven different annual
income ranges the respondent's family income was in: (1) less than
$7,000, (2) $7,000 to $11,999, (3) $12,000 to $15,999, (4) $16,000 to
$19,999, (5) $20,000 to $24,999, (6) $25,000 to $37,999, and (7) $38,000
or more. The seven levels on figures 3.1.1., 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and 3.1.4
correspond to these ranges. The numbers and percentages on whlch figures
3.1.1 and 3.1. 2 are based are ‘given in table 3.5.1.
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Fig. 3.1.1. Percent of students from
. :differing. income levels in Catholic ' '
scliools, by race and ethnicity: Spring == - -
19800 § . ' ’ S I
schools than in Catholic schools. The gradient is small and about the
same for Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites, except for those at the
highggt,ingome”;eyel,,and.it;is'nearly zero for blacks, again excepting
the highest income level. Over most of the income range, the difference
between the percentage of all non-Hispanic whites earolled in these
schools and the percentage of all Hispanics enrolled is about l percent.
The difference between whites and blacks is about 2 percent at lower
incomg_l;yélﬁ,HB,percen;;q?“pg:epgt higher lavels.

_ JIhgggj@iffgrences_c;n be ;oﬁpa;ed_to the overall,diffe;gnces

when income is not controlled. Percentaging across the. rows of-table3.1.1,
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Fig. 3.1.2. Percent of students from differing
income levels in other private schools, by race
and ethnicity: Spring 1980.

we find that non-Hispanic whites, Hispanics, and nqn—Hispanié blﬁcké'xﬁ
constitute 3.9 percent, 2.1 fercent,'and 0.8 percent, respectivély,’

§f the enrollment in other privéte échool;. The differences ﬁith incbﬁé‘
uncontrolled are 1.8 percent for HiSpanics and 3.1 percent for blacks;
contrélling for inéome reduces the difference between non~Hispanic whites
‘and Hispanics from 1.8 percent to about 1 percent, but reducés the white~
black.diffé:ence by a lessef_améunt. Thuﬁ'income accounts for‘some

part of the differential enfollmen; of non~Hispanic whites and Hispanics

in other private schools, for a smaller part of the differential enrollment

of whites and blaéks.
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'These‘cqmpatisoné,;qf.coursegfdo'not take religion into account.
The}factgthau,aBQut,Q pg:cent,ofablaéks,.aBOut 35,percént of'whi;es,
and over 65 percent of Hispanics are Catholipl means -that the enrollment
rates of Catholics .in each of these three. groups in Catholic‘séhools
must be ‘quite.different ffom‘thatgshown-in-Chg graphs. In fact, as
table 3;L;3.shows,.there ié a reversal amongrtﬁeﬁgroups in the enrollmgn;
rates of Catﬁolics And non-Catholics in Catholic schools. Among Ca;hdli;s,
" Hispanics are least likely to be enrdllea in Catholic’schools,»ahd blacks

and whites are equally likely to be énrolled. Among nog—Catholics,

the rates are of course low for all groups, but here blacks are most

TABLE 3.1.3

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CATHOLIC AND NON-CATHOLIC WHITES, BLACKS,
AND HISPANICS THAT ARE IN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Réligiéus. 3 Whites:‘x | Blacks ;vHispangé§ E
Background Number e | Number Number '
(QOOS),‘IBercent (000s) ' Percent (000s) Percent
Catholic 326.0 i8.8 | 12.0 18.7 28.1 10.3
Non-Catholic 35.4 1.0 12.1 1.5 2.2 L1

~ likely to be enrolled in Catholie schools, and Hispanics and whites

are about equally likely to be enrolled.

These figures are obtained from the crosstabulation of the
constructed race-ethnicity variable with BB091, which asked students
to identify their "religious background.”" The numbers and percentages
of students with different religious backgrounds within each type of
school are presented in table 3.3.1.
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Again, because there are differen;es-in income distribution
émong blacks, whiﬁes,vand-ﬂispanics,'Catholics from these th:ée gfoups
who have the samé income levels should be eﬁrdlled at rates somewhat
. different from those shown}in either figufe 3.1.1 or table 3.1.3.
Figﬁres 3.1.3 aﬁd 3.1.4 éhbw; for Slacks, whites;;and Hispanics at each’

income level, the enrollment rates for Catholics and non-Catholics

separately. .
Pércent
40,
‘ ~——Black S .
=== Hispanic ' '
» —-=White
304 -

0 — ,

D
~d

1 2 3 4 5
- Family Income Level

Fig. 3.1.3. Percent of Catholic students from
differing income levels in Catholic schools, by
race and ethnicity: Spring 1980.
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_ g'»Fig; 3;1;4;_'?é¥cent of noneCatholic,StﬁdentsA_
from differing income levels in Catholic schools,
by facejandmethnicity: Spring;;980. T

The results are striking, although the small numbers of cases

’

amoug black Catholics at each income level make the location of particular

points erratic. Genérall?, black Catholics ét'hgsg low and high income -
' 1evéls (#nd pfobaﬁly;at middle incomé léveIS'as well, if sampling error
| »wéfe removed) ha#e.higher enrollméﬁt'fétes‘iﬁ Catholic. schools ﬁhén |
; _ whitevCatholiés, and both'grouPS“havé”higher rates than Hispaﬂics.
: Similarly;iamong dOnQC;tholiés,vthe‘black gnrqllment rate in Catholic
~schools is higher.than-ihe white rété;-éhd agaih both are higher than

the Hispanic rate.

1 2 3 4 .5 - 6 7T
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Among both Catholics and non—Catholics the Catholic school enroll-
ment rate rises considerably more sharply at high income rates for
blacks than for whites, a result that is strengtﬁeﬁed by consistency
across the two religious groups. Although the 38 }étqent rate among
black Catholics at the highest income level is subject to sampling
error, the évidencé it strong that high-income blacks have cpnsiderably
higher enrollment rates in Catﬁolic schools than do whites of the same
religious gtoup, |

Thus, controlllng for the effects of both income and rellglous
background, it is clear that blacks are enrolled in Catholic schools
in higher proportlons than are whites and Hispanics. The'significance
of ‘this fact ls heightened when one - conslders the relative absence of
tradition for this pattern,‘except in the South. The data presented
here strongly suggest that such a tradition is developing rapldly,
blacks with the means to- do so enroll 1n Cathollc schools at rates that
are generally higher than rates for other groups, and this is true
regardless of religious backgrpupd,

These comparisons in the Catholic and other private schoois
indicate not only-thevdegrgé=to which income and religious‘differehées
can account for enrollment differences, but also what might be the
consequences 6f,decpeasing'the ecoqomic barriers to private schools
for lower income families, or of increésing those barriers. A more
explicit‘examiﬁationlof this‘pqlicy question is'tarried out later in
this chapter.

The éxaﬁination to this point has been ¢9nfined to the question
of jtst how the proportions of minority students in the private sector

compare to those in the public sector. An equally important question

L)
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_however, is, jpst'hon'the'sectors‘comparevin'the«segregatioh among

”[‘f‘different schoolslwithin-each sector;"-Oh“the’onefhan&; evenlif therehv o

jwere a hxgh proportlon -of m1nor1t1es in. prlvate schools, a hlgh degree;
:aof 1nterna1 segregat1on among-these schools would have the same segre-7 .
gatlng;consequencesrasq1f=the proportxonjof.m1nor1t1es.weremlow.zfon.f;?"”
the other hand, even: 1f the pdb11c schools cohtaln a h1gh proportlon':
‘":lof n1n0r1tles,va hlgh.degree of 1nterna1.8eéregat10n w1th1n the publlc?:T;:ﬁ"

7schools would have the same segregatlng consequences as. 1f the wh1tes.if»tr
"foere segregated in prlvate schools.wrf RN
’l Measures of: 1ntergroup'contact and of 1ntergroup segregatlon
dhave been constructed to examlne 1nterna1 segregatlon.: (See the f.

Appendlx for methods of calculatlon ) The meaSure of contact is ai
llmeasure of the average proportlon of.a student s. schoolmates nho are
:from'another.group; It 1s affected both by the proportlon of students

'of the other group 1n that sector and by thelr dlstrlbutlon among the {ll:
lschools of that sector.h The measure of-seoregatlonvwas'constructed"ﬁ
-.by standardlzlno the measure of contact by the proportlon of students

'of the other group ln‘the sector.h Thus 1t reflects only the dlstrlbu-
.;tlon of students among the schools in the sector, given their overall
Inumbers.l |

Table 3.1. 4 presents the 1nd1ces of.lntergroop contact and segre-'

"gatlon as applled to racial and ethnlc groups. The_measure of rnterraclal

1These measures are taken from Co eman, Kelly, and Hoore (1975
p. 22) where they were developed and usec to measure interracial contact
and 1nterrac1al segregatlon. ‘Since their development they have been
used by a -number of . 11vest1gators, and they now .constitute one of the
‘standard ways of measuring segregatiom in schools. . See Zoloth 1978,
Cortese et.-al. 1976, Becker et al. 1978, Thomas et al. 1978,
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TABLE 3.1.4

INDICES OF INTERRACIAL AND INTERETHNIC CONTACT AND SEGREGATION IN
SPRING 1980

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

Measure

U.s.
Total

 Private

Public

Total

Other

Catholic Private

Overall proportions

Non-Hispanic whites...
Non-Hispanic blacks...

HispanicS.c.ceeseccnse

Index of Contact, s..
. 1]

For Whites and Blacks

Proportion of the
average black's
schoolmates who
who are white, s

Proportion of the
agerage white's
schoolmates who
are black, s

. wb

For Whites and Hispanics

Proportion of the
average Hispanic's
schoolmates who
are white, s

hw

Proportion of the
average white's
schoolmates who

are Hispanic, s .
P * Suh

Index of segregation, rij

(ranges from 0 = no
segregation to 1 =
» a
_complete segregation)

Segregation of blacks

and whifes .iveveccasnse

Segregation of

Hispanics and whites..,

bwl.

ss e s

767
.128
.070

.39

.07

.53

.05

49

.30

+756
.137
071

.38

.07

.53

.05

.49

.30

.862

L] 047

.61

.03

.57

04

.29

34

.893
.030
044

846
.056
.071

+58 W71

.04 .02

.63 .40

.05 .02

.31 .21

«25 .55

8For the method of calculating the valueé'of'si.

Although the value of ri.
value of rji’ slight discrepancies wil

appendix A.

j and rij’ see

is theorectically identical to the
1 occur because of rounding.
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contact of blapks‘with whiteg 1s a measure of the'pfoportion of the

~ average black students' schoolmateé.who are white; the measurevworkga

- in reverse for the contact of whites with blacks. The values of .38 A_
and .07 in column 1 Qf‘table 3.1.4;vfor example, mean that about!38{'
percent of the average‘blaﬁk,child’s classmates in public sghoélsjaré
white, and.;hat aboﬁt'7 peréent of the avefage white studént's class-
‘mates are black..

The resnlté tell something about the'racial_distribution within
the school sectors. _Looking first at the measures of contact{ we see
théé the proéortions are generally consistent with what we would expect,
éi&én.the qverali proﬁortions at the top of tﬁe tablé.v That is, gince
the public_sectdf has about li percent fewer whiteé than the private
seétéf; we woula expect ;hat'thé proportion of the avefage black‘é‘aﬁd
tﬁé‘évéragg Hispanic'é schoolmates who are white would bé léwér in‘tbe
pﬁbiic‘tﬂan in the‘privaté séetor. Cpmparison of tﬁé seéond and fhird
éolﬁﬁﬁs of taﬁie 3.1.2 makes it clear that this is in faét‘the'case;
~ but, for the average black student, the difference is much gre§tér thén
;il pércent. About 60.percent of tﬁe cléssmaﬁes of the average black
;tudent‘in fhé pri§éte sector are white, as compared with aﬁoﬁt 38 percent
f;f fhe é;efage black student in the public schooig, a différencé of
22Tperéenﬁ. ‘For Hispaniéé, the figpreé are much cloéerf the average
Hispaniéiétudeqt Has 53 pérceﬁt thte classmates in the pﬁblic secfor
and 5? percenﬁ in thé'private sector. The pattern genéraily holdslﬁhen'
tﬁe Cafholic and ofher'private schools are cqnsidered separately, the
only exception'Being thé‘low proppritbn of white schoolmates for the
ave?age'Hispanic inﬁthe bther~priva£e schools (.40). This exception,

however, is more likely the result of sampling error than of a general



-46-

pattern: the Hispanic enrollment in just one of the 27 other private
schools in the saméle accounts for 64 perﬁent of thé total Hispanié
enrollment in the ofhet private sector.

Following the same logic,vwe wbuld expect that the proportions
of the avefage vhite studeﬁt's classmates who atg.black and Hispanic
would be higher in the public échools (except in.thg public-Céthol%c
comparison for Hispanicé, where fhe proportions shoﬁld be about equal).
The measures of cbntact are consistent with ex?ectation on this point
as ﬁell;

The measures of interéroup segregétion within each sector are
given in the bottom two rows of table 3.1.4. Coﬁparing‘coluﬁns 1 and
2, we see that blacks and whites are substantially less segregated‘in
thevprivate sector than in the public sector: the black—white’segre-
gation index g#kes on a valué of .49 in the public sector versus'onlf
.29 in the private.‘ For Hispanics, the sectors afe much closer, with
the private séctor index (.34) indicating slightly greéter segregation
than is found in the public sector (.30).

Examining black-white segregation within'the two private sectors
séparately‘reQeals that segregation within each is muchvlowe: than that
in thé public sector and that segregation in the other private schools
is lower thanvthat in the Qatholic échools. Measures of segregation
between ﬁon-Hispanic whites and Hispapics Qhows that segregétion in
the Catholic schools (.25) is lower than that in the public schools, .

while that in the other private schools (.55) is substantially higher.1

_ 1his high measure of segregation is the result of the sampling
problem mentioned above, that is, the effect of a single school. The
exceptionally high Hispanic enrollment in this school also accounts
for why the private sector as a whole has a degree of Hispanic-nonHispanic
segregation (.34) slightly higher than that in the public sector (.30),
as noted in the preceding paragraph.
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The information given by the measures of within-sector inter— -~

group contact and segregatlon is dlsplayed in another form in tables

3.1.5 and 3 1 6, wh1ch show, respectxvely, the percentages of blacks®

and Hlspanxcs attend1ng schools of four different racial compositions.

The first table 1nd1cates that over half of the black’ students in the
private sector attend schools that are less than 20 percent black, but
only about-a fifth of the publiC'school blacks attend such -schools.
'About‘45 percent of;the black students'in the public sector attend
predomlnantly black schools, compared to 17 percent in the prlvate,
sector. Table 3.1. 6 shows that, alth0ugh ‘over half of all Hlspanlcs‘
in ooth”sectors are -in schools that are less than 20 percent HlSpan1c,
aysonswhatlhigher_percentage‘of Hispanics in the prlvate'sector are

in predominantly. Hispanic schools. However, this pattern is probably
dne_to'the sampling problem for Hispanics in the other private scéools

referred to earlier.

TABLE 3.1.5

+:, PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR BLACK STUDENTS IN PUBLIC .AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS BY LEVEL OF BLACK ENROLIMENT: SPRING 1980 .

Percen; Biack u.s. .Public Private :
Enro ¥é . : ‘Total ] 7 Total Catholicupgztzze
Totals: .
Number .| 863,629 | 832,767 | 30,862 | 24,045 | 6,817
Percemt | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
0 to 19 percent * |  20.6 19.4 53.3 | 54.6 | 48.8
750 to .49 percent’ | 35.2 35,4 0.0 24.0 51.2
©50 to 79.percent: |.. 21.3 | .21.8 . 6.6 8.5 0
80 to 100 percent 229 | 23 10.0 | 12 9 0

"NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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TABLE 3.1.6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR HISPANIC STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

SCHOOLS BY LEVEL OF HISPANIC ENROLIMENT: SPRING 1980

P 3
Percent Hispanic U.S. Publi rivate
Enrolled Total ublice ' Other
Total |Catholic .
. | Private
Totals:
Number 470,856 430,660 40,196 | 30,344 | 9,852
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
0 to 19 percent 59.1 59.7 52.7 58.8 34.1
20 to 49 percent 18.2 18.4 16.2 21.0 1.6
50 to 79 percent 17.5 16.7 26.6 4.4 | 64.3
80 to 100 percent 5.2 5.3 &.4 5.8 0
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
Summarizing our examination of private schools and racial énd
ethnic segregation, we can séy the following. For Hispanics, there
is very little difference between the public and private sectors, either
with respect to the proportions of HiSpénics in each secﬁor, or with
respect to the internal distribution of Hispanics within‘the gchools
of each sector. - The distribution of Hispanics between public and private
schools is about the same as that of non-Hispaﬁic whites. ' Within each
sector the degree of segregation -between the two groups is not especially

high, and it is about the same in the public and private sectors. If

therinbome‘distribution among Hispanics were the same as that among noan-

Hispanic whites, there would be somewhat higher proportions of Hispanics

in the Catholic schools, and thus in the private sector as a whole,

than in the public sector.
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The results for black-white segregation are considerably more
complex. There is a substantially smaller propo?tion of biacks in the
private sector than in the public sector--less tﬁan half as high a propor-
tion in the CatholiC'échools, and less than a quarter as high in the
other private schools. The geographic location of private-schools _
accounts for only a small part of this differencé between the public
and private sectors, though it accounts for a somewhat larger part of
the difference between Catholic and othér privatg schools, which are
less often found in areas‘with*high numbers of blaéks. The incﬁme'
‘difference between blacksvand'whites does account for a'substantial"'
part of the public-Catholic difference in proportibn of blécks-enrolled,
*fhbugh-little of the public-other private difference.
- -fThe*éffeét of religious background on schooi selection was also

5éxamined for the Catholic sector. The percentage of blacks who are
“fCétholi¢'is;much smaller than the percentage of whites and Hispanics
who aré Cafholic, and, when this factor is taken into account, the
differences between blacks and whites in chances of attending Catholic
. high schools disappear. Finally, when the effects of income and relif
éious,background are considered simultaneéﬁsly, blacks,é:e geﬁera11y
found to be enrolled at higher rates tham whites (and HispaniAS) who
are.simiiar in income and religious background.
: Despite'theAfact that contrclling for the effects of income
:and feligion introduces important qualifications to any discussion about
the causes of racial segregation in public and private education, it
remains the case‘that thé proportion of black students in private schools
ié sugstantially_lowér'than that in public schools. But information

‘on the internal segregation between blacks and whites tells a different
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story: the public sector has a sﬁbstantially‘highér degree of segre-
gation than the private sector (or either of ité two components separately).
Thus, the integrating impaﬁt_of ﬁhe lesser degree of segregation within
the privgte sector counteracts the segregating impaét of the lower
proportion of blacks in that sector. |

What is the end result of tﬁese ﬁonflicting tendencies, the
overall impact of private schooling on black-white gegreéation? An
answer can be obtaiqed by comparing the ovefall blaék-white segregation
among all high schools, pubiiévand privéte éonsideréd together, as it
currently stands, to the segregation we would expect if the students
currently in private schools were absorbed into the public system.
We assume that they would be distributed among schools within the public
sector in exactly the way whites and blacks are currently distributed
in the public seétor.1 Any differences found in such a compafison would
of course be quite sﬁall, since only 10 percent of the student population

would change. schools; but the direction is important.

1This assumption may be questioned on two grounds: these students may
live in areas that are closer to or further from blacks than is true
for whites currently in public schools; and their family incomes may
allow them more resources to move to higher income areas with smaller
proportions of blacks. Table 3.1.2 shows that private schools are located
in areas with slightly smaller proportions of blacks than is true for
the average public school. And, in the next section, table 3.2.1 shows
" that the incomes of parents of private school students are somewhat
higher than those of parents of public school students. Thus, on both
these grounds, both black and white students currently in private schools
"would tend to enter public schools that were more white than the public
schools attended by black and white students in the public sector.
Since the proportion of white students in private schools is higher
than in the public sector, we would expect that absorption of private
school students into public schools would result in a slightly more
segregated public sector than found at present. Thus the comparison
in the text may slightly understate the degree of segregation to be
expected if private schools were absent.




~5]-
If we assumed that no private schools éxisted, and that blacks
and whites currently iniprivate schools were absorbed ihto tﬁe public
schools with exactly the same distribution among schools as is gurrently
found in the pubiic schools,'the degree of segregation for the total
- U.S. student pbpulation would be thét given by the segregation index ;
for the public sector, .49. Comparing this to the current segregation '
index for all U.S. studeﬁts, also .49, suggests that the two tendencies
exaétly céncel each other out. But, carried to three decimals, these

indices are .493 and .489, which means that the private schools have

a small effect in the direction of less segregation.

- 3.2 The Econdmic Backerounds of Public and Private School Students
Although much attention has been dirécted to the possible divisive~
ness of private schdols aloﬁg‘racial lines in recent years, the first
such cbﬁcérﬁ was with'economic divisiveness. This is the most natural
form that public-frivate stratification ﬁould’take, since private schﬁols
are costly to the user, and public schools are free to the user. And
it is the stratification that naturallykcomes to mind when the elite
private schools are discussed.
We know; however, that a large number of private schools do
not fit ;his image. The Catholic schools weré not designed for én upper
‘class elite, and mény of the other pfivate schools are also based on
religioqs réthef'ﬁhan social class homogeneity. Consequenﬁly, despite
the fact'that sending a child to a private school costs parents money
while Sending.a'child to' a public school does not, the diverse origins

and affiliations of private schools suggest that private schools as
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a whole may éerve students with econqmic'backgrognds not greatiy dif-
ferent from those of students served-by public schools.

But even if this is true, it addresses only the question of
economic segregation between the public and private secﬁors, not eco-
nomic segtégation within the private seéto:. And, if there are elite
schools and nonelite schools in the private sector, there must be a
considerable degreeiof economic segregation among schools within that
’secfor.

Yet the qgestions of economic segregation between the private
and public school sectors and within the private sector do not exist
in a vacuum. They'exist, rather, within the framework of some degree

~of economic stratification améﬁg schools in the pﬁblic sector itself.b
The geographic mobility by residence that faéiiitates.a degree of racial
homogeneity in public schools, as shown in the preceding seétion, aiso
facilitates a degreé of ecouohic homogeneity. Thus thertendéncieélof
private schools to lead to economic stratification between the private
and public sectors or within the private sector must be seen in a con-
text of economic stratification within the public school sector.

The task,‘then, is first to examine the degree of economic
sﬁratificétion between the. private and pubiic sectors of education,
then to examine the‘degree of stratification within the private sector
as compared to that within thé public sector,_and, finally, as in the
case of race and ethnicity, to ask what the overall contribution of
the private sector is to'econqmic segregation.

Looking fi;st at the distributions of students be;ween sectors,
table 3.2.1 and figure 3.2.1 show that the directions of the economic

differences among students in the public and private sectors are consistent
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TABLE 3.2.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS FROM VARIOUS ECONOMIC B4CKGROUNDS AND
SPBING 1980

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOMES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS :

Amount of Money ’ ) Private
Family Makes in U.S. Total Public ™ Other
a Year? Total Catholic Private
Totals :. . ‘ |

T Number 5,798,420 5,246,991 | 551,429 | 361,250 190,179
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1100.0
$6,999 or less 7.2 7.7 2.6 2.4 2.9
$7,000 to $11,999 11.9 12.5 6.3 6.3 6.3
$12,000 to $15,999 16.7 17.2 12,4 12.8 11.5
$16,000 to $19,999 18.7 19.0 16.5 17.3 15.2
' $20,000 to $24,999 18.1 18.0 19.2 20.7 18.1
$25,000 to $37,999 15.0 14.6 18.5 20.4 15.0
$38,000 or more 12.4 11.1 24.5 20.1 32.8

‘Median Income’ $19,000 $18,700 | $23,200 | $22,700

$24,300

NOTE:

3Taken from responses to BB101,

Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

“™Which (of seven groups) comes

closest to the amount of money your famlly makes in a year?".

bMedian income is obtained by ‘linear interpolation within the income
_category in which the 50th percentile falls.

with what past‘reSeafch and popular'éoncepcion lead us to expect.

private sector as a whole has an income distribution somewhat higher

‘The

_than. that of the public sectoi, with‘a'median income of $23,200; compafed

to $18,700 for the public sector.

are also in the expected direction:

Within the private sector, the differences

$22,700 for the students in Catholic
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Fig. 3.2.1. Percent of students in public,
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income level: Spring 1980.
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schools, compared to $24,300 for the students in other private schoois.

At the same ﬁime,‘the income distribution in each sector is quite broad.
of particulaf interest is the»fact that the private sector does not
contain students from homogeneous econdmic‘backgrounds; nor does either
Qf its two major subsectors. The greatest differences between the

public and private sectors occur, as one might expect, at ché extremes:

at the lower extreme, both of the private subsectors have proportions

cf students from families with incomég of less than $12,000 that are

less thanihalf as high as thqse in the public sector; at the upper éxtreme,

the Catholic schools have élmps; twice as High a proportion and the
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other private schools have almost three times as high a proportion of
students from families with incomes qf $38,000 or more.

These differences suggest that there are a number of possiblé
factors afﬁﬁdﬁ£ %unctioning to reduce the accessibility of lower income
students to private educationtr Foremost among these, of’éourseg ié
simply the cost of private education.. But.it may also be that private.
schools tend to be located at some distance from residential concentrations
of lower incomé families, thus further reducing their accessibility.

While an analysis comparable to that carried out on tﬁe_local distribu-
tions of racial and ethnic groups cannot be included in this report,
further research in this direction would be useful.

| The second question reievant to an examination of the contriBu-.
tion of private schools to economic stratification concerns the distribu-
tions of students from different income levels within the sectors and
school types. Whiie,we have seeﬁ that poorér students are underrepresented
and wealthier students overrepresented in the private sector taken as
a Qholé, it is quite another question to ask whether students from
different economic béckgréunds who are enrélled in each sector attend

N A
the same schools or different ones. To address this question, we can

use the measures of contact and segregation that were used for race

and ethnicity. The variable identifying student economic backgrounds

is BBl10OO, which-askgd the respoﬂdent's‘family incoﬁe in three categories:

Eelow $12,000, between $12,000 and $20,000, and above $20,000. The

segregation gxémined‘ié that between_those below $12,000, about 18 percent

of the total, and those above $20,000, about 43 percent of the total.
Table 3.2.2 gives the results of the cpméutations. As the 6vera11

proportions (givéh at the top of the table) would lead us to expect,
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TABLE 3.2.2
INDICES OF CONTACT AND SEGREGATION OF PUPILS*fROM HIGHER AND

LOWER INCOME FAMILIES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:
SPRING 1980

VU.S. Private

Measure Public

Total Other

" Total Catholic .
Private

Overall Proportions:

High Income ("over o
$20,000" on BB100)2 <429 411 «595 577 <629

Low Income ("under
$12,000" on BB100)2 .178 .188 -084 - .082 .086

Index of Contact, sijb

Proportion of the
average low income
student's schoolmates

who are from high '
income families .331 .323 - 499 476 .542

Proportion of the -
average high income f/
student's schoolmates

who are from low 7 o
income families 137 .148 .070 -068 075

b

Index of segregation;'fij

Segregation of high
income students from v
low income students .23 .21 .16 .18 .14

#Taken from responses to BB100, "Which (of three groups) comes closest
to the amount of money your family makes in a year?”.

bFor the method calculating the values of sjj and rjj, see the Appendix.
Although the value of r;. is theoretically identical to the yalue of T5is
slight discrepancies wiii occur due to rounding.

the measures of contact, sij’ show that the average low-income student
in the public sector has a lower proportion of schoolmates from high-
income families than such a student in the private sector (.323 versus

.499, columns 2 and 3). The disparity between the proportions of low=
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income schoolmates for the average high-income student in the two sectors

is even more pronounced—-thé high-income student in the private sector

has less than half as high a proportion of lower'inCOme schoolmates

as the higg~income student in the public sector (.070 versus .148).

These values of tﬁe measure of contact reflect both the propor-
tions of high- and low-income students in.the sector as a whole and
the distribution of'the$e~students within each sector. The values on
the index of segregation given at the bottom of the table, which standardize
on the proportion of each group in the sector, show the economic segrega;
tion within each sector of students from the two different income back-
grounds. As in the case of race and ethnicity, the degree of economic
éegregation is lower in the private sector as a whole, and in the Catholic
and other private sectors separately, than in the pu?lic sector. But
the differences between the public and private sectors in internal segre-
gation are much less here than in the case of black-white segregation.

With economic segregation, then, there is the same counterbalanéing
tendency as found in the case of racial ségregation: higher economic
backgrounds are overrepresented in the private sector, but the private
sector is less internally segregated than is the pdblic. The overall
levels of economié segregation are considerably lower than those of
.black-white segregéfion (e;g., in the public sector, .21 versus .49),
but a similar‘coﬁnterbalancing pattern holds.

We can:ésk, then, és in the case of black-white segregatiom,
what the ovérall'impact is of thése two countérbaléncing tendencies.

Again, this is done by comparing the economic segregafion among schools
for all sectors together (the U.S. total in the table) to that .for the

public sector. This comparison shows the economic segregation among
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U.S. schools as a whole that would result from private school students
being absorbed into the public schools and distributed among public
schools as current public school students are. Here the comparison
of .23 to .21 shows that the overall impact of the private sector is
to increase slightly the degree of economic segregation, not, as in
the .case of black-white segregation, to effect an exact counterbalancing.

The similarity of pattern in the cases of racial and economic
éegregation raises a question about whether there might be a common
cause. That is, in both areas, the segregation within the private sector
is less than that within the public sector, while in both areas the
private sector has higher proportions of the population group with greater
resources (in the black-white comparison, whites; in the economic com=~
parison, higher—income groups).

Two related explanations seem plausible, both based on the assump-
tion that parents will attempt to have their children in schools with"
others who are }ik%ly to do well in school, and that those parents with
greater resources (higher incomes, or whites) will be better able to
do this. The explanations are:

1. The proportion of lowest income students and the proportion

of black students in the private sector are lower in the private

schools than in the public schools. Thus the parent who has

chosen the private sector will be less concerned that the norms

of the school and the standards of instruction will be brought

down by students that the parent a priori assumes are more likely

to have such an impact, that is, students from low~income families
and black students (who of course are often from low-income
backgrounds). Public school parents will have the same general
concerns, but, with a higher proportion of low-income or black

(or both) students in the sector as a whole, will manifest those

concerns by moving their children to schools where the proportions

are lower, if they have the resources to do so. It is white,
higher income families who more often have such resources, and

the end result is a higher degree of internal segregation.

2. Private schools, as will be evident in the subsequent chapters,

have greater control of their students and exercise stronger
discipline than do public schools. This is, of course, based
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to a considerable degree on the fact that private schools can
expel students or use other disciplinary measures with much
less legal constraint, and much more parental acquiescence,
than the public schools. This stronger discipline means that
a parent concerned about the norms and standards in the school
will be more assured in the private sector that those norms
and standards are maintained by the staff, rather than being:
shaped by. the type of student body. Consequently, the private
schoolipareint will be less concerned about the student body
composition, since that student body is "kept in hand" by the
staff. ~Public school parents with the same general concerns,
but seeing the norms and standards more shaped by the composition
of the student body, will exert greater effort to have their-
children in schools where they see that composition favorable
-to school achievement. Parents with greater resources will

be more successful in this, thus leading to greater racial and
economic segregation in the public than in the private sector.

3.3 The Religious Backgrounds of Public and Private School Students

Historically, iSsges of religioﬁs divisiveness have been centr#l
to debates concefning private education. Although economic‘differences
are an important factor in privaée school enrollment, religious concerns
" have beeﬁ, and cﬁntinue to be, probably the strongest motivating force
in parents'’ decisions to send their childfen to private schools. This
motivation can be seén better, perhaps, in other countries. For a
number of countries have state-supported schoolé operated by religious
groups, along with secdlar séhools; and, in some countries, the major‘
sectors of~publi¢1y suppor#ed education are those operated by‘different
religious denominations. | |

As pointed out earlier (chapter 1), about 80 percent of pfivate
sector students are enrolled in schoo;s affiliated with some specific.
religious denomination,.and it is brpbably safe to aésume that an inter-
< est in affirming basic religious values wiﬁhin the context of formal
education is a major determinaﬁf of private 5#5001 enrollment. This

choice usually presents no problem. But when the question of public
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aid to private education is raised many see a conflict with the commitment
of the United States to the separation of chu:ch and state. In aédition
to the constitutional question; there is a social issue in the potential
divisivenéss of the orientations of religiously affiliated schools.
Specifically, it is sometimes argued that the existence of religiously
affiliated schools isolates youth of different faifhs and generates
intolerance of other religious persPecﬁives. Traditionally, this argument
has been $pp1ied primarily to Catholic schools, and, because only the
numbers of Catholic schools in the sample are sufficien&_to allow analysis
in this area, ﬁﬁe analyses conducted here will focus on Catholic schools.
In particular, we will examine the extent to which Catholic and non-
Catholic students are segregated from each other as a result of private
education.

Tabie 3.3.1 gives a picture of the proportions of students from
each of thé majof religious groups in each school sector. With the
exception of Episcopalians, Catholics, and Jews,ithe public and the
non—Catﬁolic private séctorsftend to be quite similar. While Catholics
make up the dverwhelming majority of the student enrollment in the Catholic
school sector, thevCatholic contingent in‘the ﬁub}ic schools (30.7 percent)
means that, given the numerical bases, most Catholics arevin the public
échools. Also, perhaps contrary to general assumptions, the relative
percentages of B;ptists and Luthe:an§ are smaller in the non—-Catholic
private sector than they are in the public ;eqtor, despite the traditionally
stfong Lutheran échools aﬁd the increasing numbers of Baptist schools.

Table 3.3.1 shows that there are éharply different proportions
of Catholic students in the public, Catholic, and oﬁher private sectors.

The next question concerns the distribution of Catholic students within
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TABLE 3.3.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS FROM VARIOUS RELIGIOUS
BACKGROUNDS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

Religious “ v.s. Public Private
Background Total ' Total Catholic Other
. - Private
Totals:

Number®........ | 6,280,304 | 5,652,648 | 627,656 | 413,264 | 214,392
Percent ..cos.e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0
BAPLISE +evevnnes 21.0 - 22.5 7.4 1.9 18.0 -
MethodiSt +eese.s 8.6 9.3 3.0 1.0 6.8
Lutheran .sceeess 652 6.7 2.0 " 1.0 4.0
Presbyterian .... 4.5 4.7 2.8 1.1 6.1
Episcoéalian cene 2.1 2.0 3.1 0.7 | 7.8
Other Protestant. 4.1 42 3.1 0.7 7.7
Catholic .eeeneo. 34.2 30.7. 65.8 190.9 17.4
Other Christans . 6.5 6.8 3.6 0.9 8.9
JeWish weveneeees | 2.1 1.9 4.2 0.3 11.9
Other religion .. 4.3 4.5 1.8 0.4: 4.5
NOUE wovevennnens | 6.6 6.8 3.1 1.2 6.9

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

®The total number reflects the usable responses to BB091 ("What
is your religious background?") and therefore differs slightly from other

totals given in this section. Ogj
~
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each of the secfors (and, if the sample of other private schools were
much larger, would also include tﬁe distribution of students of other
religious backgrounds among the schools in that sector). Informﬁtion
on this distribution ié given in table 3.3.2. This table shows that
the average Catholic student in the Catholic school sector indeed has
a very low proportion of schoolmates who are non-Catholic (.081), and
that the average non-Catholic student in the public and other private
sectors has a much smaller proportion of Catholic schoolmates (.240
and .125 compared to .805). Turﬁing to the index of segregation, which
standardizes on the differing proportions in each sectoé, the results
are given in the last row of the table. It ié not the case that non-
Catholics and Catholics are more segregated within the Catholic sector -
than are non-Catholics and Catholics in public and other private schools.
The opposite‘is true: non-Catholic and Catholic students are the least
segregated from one another in the Catholic schools (.115). Somewhat
surprisingly, Catholic students are the most segregated in the non-
Catholic private schools, though in no case is the extent of segregation
very high.

The overall religious segregation in U.S. schools as a whole
is higher than that in any single séctor, because of the conéentration
qf Catholics in Catholic schools. However, it is lower than black-white
segregation and about the same as Hispanic-Anglo segregation (.30 compared
“to .49 or .30).

We would expect the Catholic/non—Catholic segregation within
the private sector as a whole to be Higher than that in the public sector
or either of the private sectors séparately, and it is (63). This means

that, in contrast to .the case of black-white segregation, policies that
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TABLE 3.3.2

INDICES OF CATHOLIC/OTHER RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND
CONTACT AND SEGREGATION IN PUBLIC AND

PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

Measure

U.S. Total

Public

Private .

Total

Other

Catholic Private

Overall Proportions:

Catholics

"~ Other religious
background

Index of contact,
s.., for Catholics

and "Others'':

Proportion of the
average Catholic's
schoolmates who
are "Other"

Proportion of the
average "Other's"
schoolmates who
are Catholic

Index of segregation, |

Eij (ranges from

0 = no segregation to
1 = complete
segregation)?

342

.658

4562

241

.30

.307

.693

Csal

<240

.127

.63

.909 174

.091 .826

.081 .590
.805 - .125

lll .28

%For the method of calculating the values of S s

appendix A.

and T, see

]
Although the value of r_, is theoretically identical to the

value of rji’ slight discrepancies will occur because of rounding.

would draw children from the public sector to the private sector would

move them from a sector of lower religious segregation to a sector of

higher religious se

gregation.
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We cénlaiso ask, as we did for racial, ethnic, and economic
segregation, just what the overall contribution of fhe private schools
is to religious segregation among schools in the United States. The
current degree of segregation is, as shown in the table, .30. If students
from the private sector were absorbed into the public sector and distriﬁuted
themselves exactly as those currently in the public sector are distributed,
the degree of segregation would be .22. Thus the private schools do
contribute to the segregation of Catholic and non-Catholic students,
raising the segregation index from .22 to .30. At the same time, this

degree of segregation is, as noted earlier, not high.

3.4 Handicapped Students in Public and Private Schools

The final category of students that this chapter examines is
the handicapped. Information about handicapped students in the schools
is obtained from students' self-reports and from the school questionnaire.
Neither of these is a wholly satisfactory informatioﬁ source, but use
of both will give some information about handicapped students. Table 3.4.1,
based on student reports, indicates that the public schools enroll a
somewhat higher proportion of handicapped students than the private
schools. However, the differences are rather small for those reporting
"some" kind (i.e., includiﬁg less severe kinds) of handicap. The third
row in the table, which reflects more serious handicaps, shows a somewhat
greater difference, with about three-~fifths as high a proportion of
the Catholic and<other'p;ivate school students as of the public school
students reporting a limiting hgndiéap.

I1f principals' responses are used to estimate the percentages

of handicapped children in these schools the differences are more

2




-65—

TABLE 3.4.1

PERCENT OF STUDENTS REPORTING HANDICAPS IN PUBLIC

AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

Private
U.S. Total Public
B Total Catholic OFher

. Private
Percent with some
handicap other than
visual (BBO87A, 87C,
D, E, F or G) 12.0 12.2 9.4 8.5 11.2
Percent with visual
handicap (BB087B) 13.0 12.7 16.1 17.2 13.8
Percent with a
physical condition,
limiting work or
education (BB08S8) 7.1 7.4 4.7 4.7 4.6

pronounced (table 3.4.2). These reports indicate that the average per-

centage of the student body that is handicapped in the public sector

is more than double that in the non-Catholic private schools, and over

four times that in the Catholic schools. The reason for this discrepancy

between school reports and student reports is not clear. The comparison

with table 3.4.1, which shows much less difference between sectors,

'suggests the possibility that students are classified as handicapped

in public schools who would not be classified as handicapped in private -

schools. Three reasons for such a difference in classification szem

possible: (1) in the larger schools found in the public sector, children

who would be able to function normally in a smaller school must be classi-
fied as special and treated in a different fashion; (2) there is in

the public sector an administrative incentive, in the form of government



. ~66—
TABLE 3.4.2
MEAN PERCENT OF SCHOOL'S STUDENT BODY THAT IS HANDICAPPED,

AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS, AND CRITERIA USED TO
CLASSTIFY FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980
Private
U.S. Total Public - -~
' Total Catholic Other
_ Private
Mean percentage of
students classified N
as handicapped
(SB034 + SBO02A) .. 4.2 4.9 1.5 1.1 2.3
Percent of schools
using various
criteria to _
classify students
standard test ... 74.9 90.1 28.1 33.0 18.2
Federal
guidelines .... 74.6 91.7 18.0 23.4 7.1
State _
guidelines .... 79.6 96.6 23.0 28.0 12.9
Counselor's .
judgment ...... 90.8 94.5 85.4 - 94.2 85.4
aid, for classifying children as handicapped, an incentive that does
not exist or less often exists in the private sector; and (3) the more
severely handicapped students, who would not respond to the survey,
may be more numerous in the public sector. 1In any case, the data are
clearly not sufficient for making inferences about the relative propor- -
]
tions of handicapped children in public and private schools. ‘
Altogether, the information from the survey about handicapped "

children in public and private schools is not highly conclusive. It

does show in broad outlines that public schools do serve proportionately
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‘more handicapped students, but that there are nonnegligible proportions

of handicapped children in private schools——both Catholic and non-Catholic--

as well.

Lo}

3.5 The‘Predicted,Impact of a PoliCy Change

Facilitating Enrollment in Private Schools

It is possible to go a step further than.we have gone thus far.
There has been much discussion recently about the effects in various
quafters of reducing the financial burden of private education. One
proposal, which came near passage in Congress, was to prbvide tax credits
for a portion of school tuition. Another widely discussed proposal
urged the use of educational vouchefs to allow all children to choose
freely among private and public schoois.

It has been have argued that such changes .as this would differen-
tially benefit the white upper-middle class, wh§ use private schools
more. Such changes would, in this view, exﬁend still further the creaming
process which leaves the poor aﬁd minorities in the public schools.
Others argue that such measures would place private schooling in the
reach éf those who cannot now afford it, and thus differéntially benefit
minorities and those less well off financiallj. |

It is poésiﬁlé with these data to predict what students would
be recruited into pfivate-schools‘by a reduction in the financial burden,
although a less direct reduction than that in either of these policy
proposals. In particular, we know for each income 1eve1 the proportions
of students from-a given group (say, Catholics, or blacks) in private
schéols (figures 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and 3.1.4). This tells us the
income elasticity of privgté schooling for each of these groups. Thus

we can predict the recruitment into private schools from each group
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that would take place if there were a change that increased income by
a fixed amount for all, as well as the defection from private schools
that would take place if income were reduced by a fixed amount for all.
We ask the former question, first with respect to whites, blacks, and
Hispanics and second with respect to students from families with differ-
ent income levels. Suppose income were inéreased by $§1,000 for all,
for example by a tax rebate or by a general increase in the standard
of living. Would this mean that racial and ecomomic segregation between
public and private schools would be increased, by inéreasing the flow
of white and middle— and upper-middle-class children inéo the private
schools? Or woéld it mean that racial and economic segregation between
these sectors would bg decreased, as more blacks and Hispanics and lower
income children in general came into the private schools?

Thi; question can be answered by use of two items of information:
the number of Hispanics, blaéks, and non—HiSpanicvwhites and the number
of all children in the public school sector at each income level; and
the increment in the proportion of students in private schools per $1,000
_ income increase at each income level for each group. Following the
order of presentation of the earlier parts'of this section, we will
first examine the effects of this hypothetical policy change on the
distribution_of blacks, Hiépanics, and whites among the school sectors.

Figure 3.1.1 (presented earlier) shows that the increase in
the proportion of students attending Catholic schools with increase
in income (the slope of the curve) is greatest for Hispanics. It is
greater for,whités than for blacks at low income levels, but, somewhat
surprisingly, greater for blacks than for wﬁites at high income levels.

Figure 3.1.2 shows that for all three racial and ethmic groups the increase
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in the pfoportion attending other private schools is lower than that
for Catholic*schools, except at the highest income levels for non-
Hispanic whites. The curve is especially flat for blacks, except at
the upper extreme of income.

Table 3.5.1 gives the numbers on which figures 3.1.1 and 3.1.2
are based. For example, the figure of 3.0 percent in the upper left
corner means that 3.0 percent of all the non—Hispanic whites from families
earning beiow $7,000 in the United States are enroiled in Catholié schools.
These numbers make it possible to calculate the frequencies at which
whites, blacks, and Hispanics currently within the public sector could
be expected to shift into the private sector, given an increase in
income of $1,000. The upward slopes in figure 3.5.1 for each of .the
three racial or ethnic groups are reflected in the steady increments
in the percentages of each of these three groups enrolled in the Catholic
schools at increasing levels of income. Similarly, the relative flatness
of the curves for blacks agd Hispaniés in other private schools are
reflected in the small changes in percentages in rows 5 and 6 of table
3.5.1

To estimate the numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics currentlj
in the public schools who would shift to the private schools if their
families had incomes greater by $1,000, we calculate the enrollments
of each group in each sector from figures 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 and table
3.5.1 with income shifted upward by $1;000. fhis assumes that the families
at the new income levels would have the same rates of private school
enrollmen; as families currently at that level. |
| To illustrate how such-a calculation is made, let us suppose

that 3 percent of the students from families earning between $7,000



TABLE 3.5.1

PERCENT OF WHITE, BLACK, HISPANIC, AND TOTAL STUDENTS FROM EACH FAMILY INCOME LEVEL IN CATHOLIC AND

OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS, AND NUMBER IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS:

School

SPRING 1980

s

— S e

Income Groups

Below $7,000~- $12,000- $16,000-  $20,000- $25,000-  Above
$7,000 12,000 16,000 20,000 25,000 38,000 $38,000
Catholic Schools:
Total percent? 2.0 3.3 4.8 5.7 7.1 8.5 10.1
- Non-Hispanic white 3.0 3.7 5.2 6.0 7.3 . 8.7 10,2
Non-Hispanic black 0.8 1.9 2.1 2.8 4.3 6.0 9.0
Hispanic 2.0 4.2 5.6 7.1 9.0 9.0 13.9 .
Other Privaté:Schools; ‘

" Total percent® 1.3 1.7 2.3 2.7 3.0 3.3 8.7
Non=-Higpanic white 2.3 2.0 2.7 2.9 3.3 3.5 9.2
Non-Hispanic black 0.4 1.0 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.7 1.9
Hispanic 0.3 1.5 1.7 2.2 2.0 3.7 4.3

Numbers in Public Schools:

Total? 403,574 654,354 900,611 995,124 945,696 766,748 580,886
Non=Hispanic white 185,773 402,767 675,377 798,825 777,586 663,290 501,702
Non-Hispanic black 141,383 153,302 120,723 98,830 84,661 49,449 32,730
Hispanic 56,426 70,943 67,939 63,600 54,341 ° 31,823 22,564
Othér 18,575 26,426 35,226 32,419 26,435 20,347 22,233

(No
Income

Data)

608,639
151,752
63,078
40,482

%otal numbers and percents are for students who gave a usable response to the question about family

income (BB10Ol).

As these totals include students who did not give a usable response to the race-ethnicity varia-

ble, the sum of the numbers of whites, blacks, Hispanics, and Others in the public schools at each income level
is slightly smaller than the totals listed.

...OL_



-71-
aﬂd $8,000 and 5 percent of the students from families earning between
$8,000 and $9,000 are enrolled in private schools. Then, if income
is increased by $1,000, the rates of private school enrollméﬁt for
sﬁudents from the families who had had income lévels of $7,000 to $8,000
would inérease from 3 percent to 5 percent. If there are 100,000 studenté
from families.at that income level; the increase in»the.numberrof s;udents
in private scﬁools_would be 100,000 x .02, or 2,000. As the seven incoﬁg
categories that our data provide have intervals larger th;n $i,000'édjust;
ments must be made to carry out the calculations. This proﬁeduré is »
described in the note to table 3.5.2.

Table 3.5.2 gives the results. of the'calculatidns: 'the ékpectgd-
numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics who would shift from the public
schools to private schools with an increase of $1,000 in family income,
and the racial and ethnic compositions of the group shifting. The
results of this hypothetical experiment are interesting. First, only
a very small proportion of public school students would shift, less |
than half‘of 1 percent of any of the.ﬁhree groups. Second, and somewhat
surprising, the greatest shift would come among the Hispanics. Third,
~in both of the pfivate sectors, the racial and ethnic composition of
the group shifting (column 3) includes more minorities than does the -
current composition of these schools. Fourth, among those shifting
into the Cathblic sector, there is. a higher proportion of minorities
(column 3; .12 +'f11 = ,23) thaniin'U.S. schools as a whole (colﬁmn,

5, .13 + .07 = .20); but this is not true in the other private sector
(.03 + .06 = .09). | |
Altogether, What can be said in ;esponse to the qgestions po#ed

is that the racial segregation between the public and the private schools
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TABLE 3.5.2

PREDICTED NUMBERS OF HISPANICS, NON-HISPANIC BLACKS, AND NON-HISPANIC

WHITES SHIFTING TO CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH $1,000
INCREASE IN FAMILY INCOME:2 SPRING 1980

Predicted .Proportion. . Proportion |- Present
Group ;e b:re of those in of those Composition®
nua Public School Shiftingb Sector| U.S.
To Catholic Schools
Total 10,440 ©1.00 1.00 1.00
Non-Hispanic whites . - 8,041 .0020 . .77 - .85 77
Non-Hispanic blacks 1,213 . .0018 .12 .06 .12
Hispanies ' 1,186 .0032 : .11 .07 .07
'To Other Private Schools
Total 6,025 1.00 -~ 1.00 1.00
Non-Hispanic whites 5,484 ' .0014 .91 .90 .77
Non-Hispanic blacks 172 .0003 ' .03 .03 .12
Hispanics 369 .0010 .06 - .04 .07
| Total .

Total | 16,465 . 1.00 1.00 1.00
Non-Hispanic whites 13,525 .0033 - .82 .86 .77
Non-Hispanic blacks 1,385 .0020 .09 .05 .12

21n the calculations, each of the seven income ranges is identified with its midpeint. For the "balow
$7,000" category, the midpoint is set at $3,300; .for the "above $38,000" category, the midpoint is assigned
at $45,000. In order to approximate the percentages of whites, blacks, and Hispanics at each §1,000 increment,
the differences betwecen the percentages at the seven income levels are divided by the number of $1,000 increments
that are between the midpoints of adjacent levels. The calculation is carried out as follows: Nl}p x SIJ, where
Nij is the number frcm racial or ethnic group i in income level j in public schools (sophomores and szeniors
comgxned) and §;; is, for racial or ethnic group i at income level j; the estimated change in proportion in
Catholic or other private schools with inc¢rement of $1,000 in income. S.. is calculated for each income lavel
as described below. For each of the seven levels, this is: 2

level 1 (below $7,000) (2,- P))/6
level 2 ($7 - 12,000) 5[(?2 - P/6 + (g - P,)/6.5]
level 3 (512 - 16,000) %[(P3 - B /4.5 + (B, - PL)/6.0)
level &4 (516 - 20,000) e, - )4 + (Pg - P )/4.5) '
level 5 (520 - 25,000) 3 (Bg - B,)/4.5 + (B - 253 /9]
level 6 (325 - 38,000) %((96 - 95)/9 + (P, - P)/13.5]
level 7 (above $38,000) (P7 - P6)/13.5

The second column, oroportion of those inm public school, ‘ig obtained by taking the total number of sophomores
and seniors in public school, subtracting out the number who did not report family income (and thus were not
used in the above calculatzons), and dividing this into the predicted number shifting.

bn : PRy N P
Propor:xon of those shifting" may not add to 1.00 because of rounding.
T'he proportions in these two columns are based on numbers of whites, blacks and Hispanies who gave

a usable response to the question about family income (BBLO1), and will thus differ somewhat from other
figures in this section.
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as a whole wedld be reduced by such a change, because the proportion
of minorieies among those coming into the pfivate schools would be some-
what greater than the proportien already in these schools—-and tha;
this.would come about priqerily through the shifts of minorities (especially
Hispanics and higher income blacks) into the Catholic schools. TﬁuS"
the commen belief thatepolicies encouraging attendance at private schools
would increase racial and ethnic segregation.iS'not at ali-sgpported'
by these data, since_tﬁe data indicate that for Catholic schools; which
constitute two-thirds ef the private sector, both blacks and Hispanics
would re8pond to financial incentives to as great an extent as, or to
a greater extent than, whites, and that both parts of the pr1vate sector
would come to have hlgher proportions of minorities than they now do.
Using the same'hypothetical pelicy change, we can calculate
. the number oflstudents from each income level that could bebe#pected
to shift from the public to the private schools as a result of such
a change. The figuree needed for this calculation are given in table
.3.5.1 in the rows 1abe1ed "Total,ﬁ end.the.ﬁethod is the same as that
‘described iﬁ_ﬁhe note to table 3.5.2.
Table 3.5.3 gives the results of this exercise. 1In order to
simplify the presentation, the seven-category income variable (BB10l)
.is cellapsed into ﬁhree.cafegories. The figures uﬂdef thee"Total" heading
show the combined shifts into both private sectors. Column 2 shows
that this policy change would lead about equal proportlons of students
from the three 1ncome levels to shift. This would mean, as.shown in
column 3, that the income composition of those shiftihg'would'be;.iQI
in the lowest income eategory, .370 in the middle categofy, and .440

in the highest category. This distribution is much less skewed than
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TABLE 3.5.3

PREDICTED NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AT DIFFERENT INCOME LEVELS SHIFTINC
TO CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH $1,000
INCREASE IN FAMILY INCOME: SPRING 1980

Predictéd Proportion Proportion Present
Level? b of those in. of those Composition
Income Leve Numbex Public School Shifting® | sector| U.S.
To Catholic Schqols
Total 11,874 .0023 1,000 1.000 1.000
1. Below $12,000 2,720 .0026 .229 -.087 .191
3. $20,000 or more 3,945 .0017 .332 .612 .455
To Other Private Schools
Total 7,298 .0014 1.000 - 1.000 1.000
1. Below $12,000 937 .0009 .129 .091  .191
2. $12,000 - 19,000 1,877 .0010 «257 .267 <354
3. $20,000 or more 4,484 .0020 614 .641 455
Total
Total v 19,172 .0037 1.000 1.000 1.000
. Below $12,000 3,657 .0035 .191 .089 .191
2. §$12,000 - 19,000 7,086 .0037 +370 .290 <354
. $20,000 or more 8,429 .0037 440 .622  .458

table 3.5.2, except that the Njjp and S{j terms reduce here to Njp

. %The seven-income categories_of variable BB1Cl are collapsed into these
three levels in order to simplify presentation. :

bThe method of calculation used to obtain the predicted numbers at
each income level shifting is the same as that described in footnote a to

and Sj--the

number of students . in income level j in the public schools, and the estimated
change in proportion in Catholic or other private schools for the group of
students at income level j, respectively.

C'proportion of those shifting' may not add to 1.000 because of rounding.
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that currently in the érivate schobls, and is app?oximately the same

as the overall U.S. distribution. The conclusion, then, is that a
poliéy chahge of this sort would funcfion to decrease the between-sector
economic segregation.

The patterns for Catholic school§ and the other private schools -
reveal sbﬁe in;ereétiﬁg differences. Studen;s from lower- and middle-
income families wQuld.consgituté a faf largér proportion of the incoming
students in the Catholic'schools'than iﬁ the other private schools (.229
+ .438 = .667 ?eréus .129 + .257 = ,386). Noﬁetheless, when the pfopof-'
tions shifting are cqmp;réd‘fo‘the propoftiqns current1§'enrolied, if
is clear fﬁét in both private school sectors the income distribution.‘
would move in the direction of the overall U.S. distributiqn._'

vThough'this‘hypothetical experiment is suggestive, it:would‘ 
be better if we were‘able fo predict the results of a different policy,v.
such as a tuitioﬁ'tax credit,isay-of‘$500. Such a credit would havé'>
- the effect of reducing the tuition for ptiQate schools by $500'dividedi
by the number’pf children é_family has in school. To make such a pfedic—
tion, however; we would need information on the pfice elasticity of
priva;e schooling for each of these groups; rathg:‘than on incoﬁe elasticity.v
By making some>heroic'assumptions, one miéht be able to use these data .
to éStimate someﬁhing about the effect of such a'policy§ but we will

not do ‘so here because we are unwilling to make such assumptions.



-76—

CHAPTER 4
SCHOOL RESOURCES

The physical and human resources available in:a school constitute:

the boundaries of opportunity for students within thatvschool. Only;

- for instance, if calculus is taught at a school should one anticipate

that students at‘that school may master certain mathematical principles.
By school resources, then, we refer tovc0urse offerings provided to
students, physical facilities available to students, special and federally
funded programs, and the quanﬁity, quality, and breadth of feachi;g- |
and professional suppért personnel.

The debate concerning the relative merits of private and public
secondary schools incorporates some presumed resource differenées between
thesg two sectors. For example, some argue that public schools, because
of their size and school district linkages, can provide a wider range
of éourse offerings té studénts. And, insofar as size continues to
distinguish public schools from other types, they will provide a broader
range more efficiently. Others have argued that the limitations of |
private schools in this areé are more than compensated for by the greater
attention that studénts.receive in the private sector. This chapter
provides information relevaht to this aspect of the public-versus-private
debate.

In comparing school resources, we inclﬁde the two special subgroups
of schools referred to in chapter 1, high-performance public schools
and high;performance private schools. Although the selection of these
schools was based not on representativeness but on the proportion of

high-performing seniors, the resources available to students in them
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show something about what-exists in public and private schools where
academic performance is .especially high. For simplicity of exposition,

we sometimes refer to these subgroups of schools as "sectors," but when

”

we speak of the '"three school sectors," the reference is always to the

‘public, Catholic,vand other private sectors.

The schooi_Questionnaire orovides inforﬁation on a number of
resources provided oy.the-schOOI, but our anelysis will be limited in
certaiﬁ areas. The oost important omission is the general’level of
expenditure at schools. Principals were informed that they need not -
respond to an item about per-pupil expepditure if they hed'reoentiy
provided this information in an NCES‘survey; Since this information
had been provided by many sehOOis in the preceding year,oﬁhe'itemf;emained
unanswered for a lefge number of'echools. Until the data from these
earlier surveye are addéd, pef—pupil expeﬁditure is unavailable for
aoelysis. | | |
| For certain resources (those fhaﬁ yaried accordingeto school

enrollment), two tables will'be presented: one that reports the percentage

- of schools within each sector having a particular resource and one that

reports the percentage of sophomore students within each sector attending

a school where a particular resource exists (referred to as student

' accessibility).1 This manner of presentatiom allows examination of

To determine the percentage of sopnomores in each sector having
access to the course the response on each item was weighted by the sum .
of sophomore weights attached to that school. These weighted responses
were then summed for each sector to determine the percentage of sophomores
having access to each resource. The proportlon of sophomores in the

‘total student population represented by a given school is slightly different
" from the propo:tlon_of.sea;ors, primarily because of differential dropout

between the sophomore and senior years. However, in the analysis we
assume that this weightad sophomore estimate is sufficiently close to -
that for the high school student body as a whole that we -can Simply
make refersnce to '"students" w1th1n varlous sectors. -

Obviously, our term "access" cannot be strictly correcc for
those courses with prerequisites, A student must have. had second-year
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both the resource variability among sectors and, through a comparison

of the two tables, the extent to which certain resources are disproportionately
found at larger schools. Most of the‘analysis; however, focuses .on

the accessibility of various resources within each sector.

4.1 Course Offerings

Table 4.1.1 shows the percentage of schools withiﬁ each sgctor- 
offering a selected sample:bf academic, téchnical, and vocational courses.
The items were taken frqp a larger list in. the school questionnaire
(see appendix B). The percentage of students within each type of §¢hool
having access to these courses is reported in table 4.1.2;- Our analysis
will begin with mathematics and science, those courseszpfesuﬁed to be
ihe most demanding, as well as especially‘important to the successful
pursuit of many branches of postsecondary education.

4.1.1 Mathgmatics and scienpe courses

Nationally,‘nearly a}l schools offer algebra 2 and geometry
(95 to 100 percen;i. A smaller percentage of schools offer trigonometry
(76 percent) and calculus (47 percent), but table 4.1.2 shows that
student aécess to these sgbjects is better than these pefcentages suggest:
84 percent o£ s;udents have access to trigonometry and 62 pércent to
calculus. However, variations do exist among sectors for some mathematics
and science courée offe;ingé. For example, nearly all students in high-
performande'puﬁlip and private schools have adcess to a calculus course,
as compared with 63 bercent in public schools, 71 percent in Catholic
schools, and 61 pefcent in other private schools. For the country as

a whole, nearly all students have access to physics and chemistry (96

French to be eligible for (and therefore have access to) third-year
French., The use of the term "access" has been chosen, then, to reduce
the degree of convolution necessary to communicate the variation among
sectors from the student's perspective.




TABLE 4.1.1

PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS OFFERING SPECIFIC COURSES: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors

High-Performance

Course U.S. Schools
Total. Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
Private
Total number of:schools T esessescene 20,316 15,766 1,571 2,966 12 11
Mathémutics: » |
Algebra 2 e - 26 100 95 100 100
Tr ig()l\.()lnetrvya . ..- R EEER] u‘ sas 0o 76 . ' gg g? 23 lgg 1(7)0
v Calcalus ..... ceesansan CLLRREEE 47 47 60 18 94 108
Science:
g:]e"‘l}stry ,-o-o-‘o---o‘ouo-.-a.-cn‘ 94 . 96 100 79 100 100 .
lySlCS. -------------- oovuvnoa.oa 89 90 95 79 100 100
Languag«: : '
BrdYeal‘ S[)ElniSh R RN 45 A
3rd Year French .......... comee 39 gg_ 86 19 100 60
3rd Year Gernlan e " s s s e s se e 20 ‘ ,70 . ;;’ %g gé 128
Other: o o
Apto‘Mgchaﬁics Ceeeeneeannnesae 41 ',-50_ 8 12 68 10
Driver Training .......... cenen 82 89 . 63 52 81 20
ECOI]OIlliCS ressanrsescvssrs e 63 63 7 71 58 80 90
Ethnic or Black Studies ....sse 16 16 16 12 41 20
Family Life or Sex Education .. 65 69 63 45 66 30
Home Economics .....cviecesonns 84 97 50 33 100 10
Psychology .ceceeevecnesconssess 59 58 - | 56 66 89 80
Wood 01' .bIaChine Shop sees s’ 74 ) 89 4 32 100 50

a . . o . . .
Possible error: way underestimate coverage of .topic. Trigonometry may be incorporated into
another subject, such as analytical geometry, and not reported here.

_61_.


https://Economic....84
https://39..76..22
https://Spanish.45

TABLE 4.1.2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORE STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS ATTENDING
. SCHOOLS WHERE SPECIFIC COURSES ARE OFFERED: SPRING 1980

_08_

) . High—Performance
Course u.s. Major Sectors Schools
s Total Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
: Private
Mathématics:
Geometry eses s s snssssbasestetEs 99 99 100 98. log log~
Algebra 2.oc.ooc.o'uoo---ooon.-- 98 98 97 98 10 ; 10
p— a ' : : 91 90 ' 93 : 74
Trigonometry? ,,....ccccivenenas 84 84 11 61 94 100
Cal¢“1us et essrasnuncacssess N » 63 62
Sciences ‘ : .
Chemistry. esesssessssnsnsecser s 98 98 100 92 100 100A
Physics AQI'I..I.I.."‘...I".II 96 96 96 91 100 100
Lénguage: ‘
| - 3rd Year Spanish ...cceeeessoees 72 72 94 L4 100 68
3rd Year French ....cvevaeeaees| 65 64 82 48 91 100
3rd Year German ..csesvescccsnsse 39 . 40 40 31 82 44
Other: n
Auto Mechanics ..eveeevevesssens 61 66 - 11 18 65 14
Driver Training sssessesesasvan 86 87 68 N 74 78 . 25
Economics sanrassssss st essanau s 72 71 79 73 : 79 86
Ethnic or Black Studies ..e.ees 28 29 A 17 9 45 25
Family Life or Sex Education .. 76 76 67 ' 67 79 32
Home EcCOnomics. ..eeesevesnnsses 93 96 61 45 100 11
" Psychology ceviucecvecevencnnns 71 71 72 69 88 82
Wood or Machine Shop +eeeeeesss 87 | 94 ‘ 9 50 100 47
4possible error: may underestimate coverage of subject. Trigonometry may be incorbbrated'into,
another subject, such,as analytical geometry, and not reported here.
- 4 [ 2 *
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percent and 98 percent, respectively) and there are only slight differences

among sectors. In every sector, over 90'percent of the students have

access to these basic science courses,

Thus, there is only one substantial difference in science and
mathematics course accessibility among these sectors--calculus--and
it arises in the high-performance schools, in both the public and private

sectors. Among the three sectors, Catholic schools show slightly higher

accessibility rates for science and mathematics courses than do public

or other private schools.

4.1.2 Llanguage courses
Language course offerings, in addition to their presumed value

in augmentingrbne's mastery of English, provide the skills relevant

‘to several dimensions of adult life. For instance, German has traditionally

been considered the second language of serious academic pursuits, French

" the language of culture, and Spanish the practical language of American

citizens., Although one éhould be quite cautious in making inferencés
from such a tYpblogy, it may.provide some orientation to the differénceS'
in language learning Opportunitigs among public, Catholic, and other
private schools.

In order to assess the.degréé to which students have an opportunity
to acquire mastery éf these languages, school administrators were asked
to report whethéf their schools offered third-year Spanish, French,
and German. Nationally, 45 percent of the schools SEfer third-year
Spanish, 39 percéng third-year French, and 20 éercent‘third—year German.
Overall, this shows very little attention to foreignylanguageéiin_an
era in whiéh there is mo;e;international mobility and‘communication

than ever before.
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But the different sectors vary considerably in their offerings.

Among the three sectors, Catholic schools show the most extensive language-

offerings: more than three quarters offer third—year French and even
more offer third-year Spanish; less than half of the public schools
and less than a quarter of the other private schools offer these courses.
In all thfée sectors, only about a quarter or less of schools offer
,third—yeér German; Both puﬁiic and private high-performance schools
have more extensive language offerings than the schools in any of tﬁe
three major sectors, but German is available less often than thé other
two lgnguages even 1in thesé/schools.

Student access to these courses provides a different view on
the question, revealing more clearly the differences in opportunities

among the sectors. The other private and public sectors show the largest

shift, indicating the great variation in language course offerings between

‘large and small schools in these two sectors. In general, it is in
the smaller schools that these courses are not offered, so that the
percentage of students having access to the courses is greater than
the percentage of schools offering them.

In addition to the vériation in language course offerings with
school size in the public and other private sectdrs, patterns not shown
in the tables appear'noteworthy. Third-year courses in one language
appear to be offered at the expense of similarly advanced courses in
other languages in both thévpublic_and other private sectors. Moreover,
73 percent of the other private schools offer no third-year language
courses, leaving 44 percent of the students without access to any third-
yéar language. 1In contrast, the majority of Catholic schools offer

third-year courses for at least two languages.

’
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Returning to the initial typology, it can be said that both
Catholic and pﬁblic:schools emphasize Spanish, "the practical language;"
that Catholic schools, as well as the high-performance schools, tend

to emphasize French, "the language of culture;" and that high-per formance

' more often’

public schools provide German, "the language of scholarship,’
than any other type of school. In summary, there are two major generalizationms:
German is least often available in all sectors; and students in the other

private sector are least likely to have access to a third year of study

in each of the languages.

4.1.3 Social studiés courses

In ;he area»of social studies, four courses are avaiiable for .
analysis: ecﬁnomics, ethnic or black studies, family life or éex education,
and psychology. We will simply attempt to highlight somé of the initial
findings:here; ‘Extra caution should be taken in the interpretation |
of accessibility to these‘courses, since the subject-matter boundafies
are more fluid than any of those we have yet considered.

Economics and psychoiogy are available to comparable proportionsv
of students: between 69 percent-and 86 percent of the students in each
of the sectors'hévg access to these courses. Ethnic or black studies
are available to substaﬁtially fewer studeqts in any sector. The greatest
aécessibilit& is found in the public sector, where 29'pér;ent of the
students iﬁ publié schools as a whole and 45 percent in tﬁe high-performaﬁce
schools atteqd a school where such a course is offered. Lo@est accessibility
to such courses is found in the other -private schools.. Faﬁiiy life
or sex education courses are availaBle to the majority of students in
“all sectors (except the higﬁ—performance private). Again,rthe gféatest

acéessibflity to these courses is found in the public sector.
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4.1.4  Technical, vdcationaI; and practical courses

The last series of cogrses.we'ﬁill consider are those that are
technical, vocational, or practical in naﬁure:~ auto mechanics, wood -
or machiné.shop, drive; training, and home economics. Here there are
extensive differences between the publicvand private sectors. In the
public sector, well over half (66 percent) of the students have access
to an auto mechanics course, 94 percent to a wood or machine shop course,
87 percent to a driver's training course, and 96 percent'tova home economics
course. Only in the case of driver's training are any of the private
sectors close to comparability, although home economics is availableb
to aBout half the‘studehts ;n private schools. The lowest accessibility
to technical or vocational courses is to be found in the Catﬁolic sector,
where wood or machine shop courses and courses in auto mechanics are
each availablg to only.about 10 percent‘of the students.

It is in fhis area of technical and vocational coﬁfses that
high-per formance private and public schools differ the most in course
offerings. Well over half of the students in the high-performénce
public schools héve access to these courses, whereas less than half
of those in high-performance private schools have such access. This
suggests the difference in character of these two sets of high-performance
schools: the éublic schools‘are 1a£ge‘and comprehensive; the smaller
private schoqls, specializing as college preparatory schools, seldom
6ffer the more practicalréourses;

More generally, stgdents in public schools have much greater

~access to technical and vocational coﬁrées than those in private schools.
(The degree to which aécess translates into utilization will be examined

in chapter 5.) Although we cannot investigate the sources of these
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differences in course offerings, one possible source can be suggested.
Technical and vo;atipnal courses are more costly than others. The low
availability of these courses in Catholic and other private schools
may be due in part to their cost relative to their perceived valhe‘by

‘parents.

4.2 Staffing Patterns

Staffing patterns represent the varying capacities of schools
to foster intellectual and emotional growth for students and to provide
an environmént_in ﬁhich these can take place. To assess: the degree
to which private and public schools differ in their staffing patterns,
and thereby in their capacities to provide resources for inteilectual
and emotioﬁal groﬁth,vwe report simple studént—tﬁ—staff ratios within‘
each secfor.1

~As the first line of table 4.2.1 shows, Catholic éﬁd’puﬁlic
schools have much larger ratios of-students to staff members than do
1 other privaté schools. Catholic and public schools have a student-
professional staff.ratio of ‘16 and 15 respecfively; the other érivate
schools have, on average, 6 s;udents for each full-time professionél
staff peréon.

ﬁéariy all of this difference is attributable, of course, to
the student—teacher'ratio,Ashown ih line 2 of the table. Among the
thrée sectors, Catholic schools have the highest student-teacher ratio
(18), followed élosé1y by public schools, while the other private schools

have less than half as many students per teacher. Comparison of the

1The formula used in calculating thése ratios is shown at the
“bottom of table 4.2.1. '

@



TABLE 4.2.1 -

STA?FINC RATIOS FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE'SCHOOLS:ElSPRING 1980
(X number of students per staff type )

Major Sectors

High-Performance

Scaff » — S Schools
. Public Catholic e Public | Private
Private
Total numb_er °f BChOO]—S o-a‘..oo.-o-‘o;nooooo. 16,051 1,572 3,123 12 11
Mean enrollment ..... et eiacacasasscssssrsens 757 546 153 1,386 310
General professional staff:
Overall ratio .DCI\IOOI..Q‘..‘..O.'."..I... 15 16 8 15 7
AQ Teacl]ers l.lll-;l.'.......O...'.......'. 16 18 7 18 8
B. Assistant Principals, Deans .cieeeceees . 503 410 » 120 433 163
C. CounselorS sivececesacssssvsnsssssssnsns 323 235 55 284 182
D. Librarians and Media Specialists ...... 597 340 212 696 163
E. Remedial SpecialisSts ..iesesccocsocsens 504 891 382 - 563 0
Fo PBychologistB " 6 0 9 P E NSO RIPSEOSESOIEELTOIETBSDSE 2,025 4,579 1,177 2,064 1,033
Other staff: ,
A. TeaCher aides 25 2 88088 0GOSO CCEOOOSGsEDOYS » 349 2,549 ' 124 380 1,033
B. VOLUNEEETS +ovvvennrurensrnsenssnseonns 839 - 385 101 312 344
C. Security Guards «.cceseeesceseosocncese 1,824 17,055 | 780 1,868 1,395
apatio = weighted enrollment .
“ weighted number of full-time equilivant staff
2 | » | A

-98-
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high-performance schools shows the same public-private difference, with
the private schools having less than half as many students per teacher.
Other staffing ratios associated with intellectual stimulation

- and growth include those for librarians and media specialists, remedial
specialists, an& teacher aides. Among the three sectors, the greétest
difference in ‘these sﬁaffing patterns is the smaller number of students
per remedial sPecialist and teacher aide in other private schools.

It is possible that the low ratio of students to remedial -specialists
reflects thé higher incidence of special education schools in the other
private sector (as shown in table 2.2.2). High-performance private
¢ schools provide the greatest number of librarians and media specialists.
Of course, some of this variatiﬁn is attributable to school size (to

be discussed later). |

In the éreas of emotional growth and contfollof the échool

environment; we‘look at three student-to-staff rations: assistant principals
-and deans, counselors, and security guards. Again, among the three

major sectors the other private private schools Have the lowest sﬁudent-~
to-staff ratios. Of pa;ticular note is the low student-to-counselor
ratio.in the other-priv;te schools (55, as compared with 324 in the

public schools and 235 in Cé;hélic échools). Catholic schools show

the highest student-to-secqrity—guard ratio, indicating that there are
very few Catholic schools with security guards. The ratio qf full-time
security guards té schools'is approximately 1 for every 2.4 public schools,
-1 for every 31 Catholic schools, and.l for every 5 other private schools.

Finelly, it is intgresting to note tﬁe incidence of volunteers with—

in each scheol type. -Voluﬁteers, relative to student enroliment, provide

the least service to public schools, where there is on the average 1
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full—ﬁime volunteer for every 841 students. By contrast,.other private
schools have the greatest intensity of volunteer service--approximately
1 full-time volunteer for every 100 students.

Tﬁese comparisions on staffing patterﬁs can be misleading, given
the different sizes of the schools in each sector. That thé public
schools tend to‘be large and the other private schools very small means
that if there were 1 staff ﬁember per 757 students in both of these
sectors there would be 1 per school in the public sector and only 1
for every 5 schools in the other private sector. Thus, the ratios of
studenté to remedial specialists of 382 to 1.in the other private sector
and 504 to 1 in the public sector work out to be 1.5 per school in the
public sector, but oﬁly 0.4 per school in the other private sectdr.

And although the numbef of students per assistant principal and dean

is only 120 in other private schools compared to 503 in public schools,
this means 1.3 per school in the other private sector and 1.5 per school
in the public sector.

In additi6n7;6 the quantity of personmnel available td.students,
the quality or training of personnel is also relevant to a student's
intelléctual growth. The proﬁortion of teachers holding maéter's or
doctor's degrees is one indicator of stéff quality. The three sectors
do not differ markediy in the proportion of teachers hqldingvadvanced
degrees (not sthn in the table): the average public school has 39
percent of its teachers holding master's or‘dqctor's degrees, the
averdge.Catholic-school 42 percent, and the average other private school
34 peécent. The high-performance schools, however, do differ from the
othefé in this respect. In the pubiic high-performance schools, 67
percentrof the teachers hold advanced degrees, and in the private high-

per formance schools 54 percent hold advanced degrees.
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‘Regarding staff resources, then, one can draw several conclusions.
There is a striking'édntrast between the student-teacher ratios in the.
public‘andlcatholic schools and that in the other private schools.
For specialized staff,-the‘éomparison is more difficult: the student- .
staff ratios are in many ca;es lower in the other pgivate schﬁols, but
the fact that the -other private schools tend tdvbe small méans that
there are fewer of them with at leést_one such Qpecialist than ﬁhere
are public or Catholic schools. The three sectors are similar in the -
proportions of their teaching staff with advanced degrees; but high-
per formance public and private schools have higher percentages of
teachers with advanced degrees.

4.3 Special Programs

.Finah;ial resources translate not only into staff and currigulum;
but also into programs serving the special nee&s and interests of students,
Table 4.3.1 shows for each sector the percentages of students having
access to selected special p:ograms. We examine three classes of special
progfamé: alternative credit prograﬁs, programs for the talented, and
programs for studenfs with special interests or needs.

Alternative means of earning high school credits:provide students
with a broader set of learning-exferience options. This survey inquired
about three alternative means: wo:k experience or occupational training
cfedit, travel for credit, and credit by contract. .Public and private
schools differ most in the proportion of students having access to work
experignce>o: occupational training credit: 88 percent of the students
in public schools have access to this alternative means of earning
credit, compared with 42 percent in Catholic schools and 30 percent
in other private schools. Substantially fewer students in all types

of schools have access to travel for credit or credit by comntract.



TABLE 4.3.1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS HAVING ACCESS

TO SELECTED SPECIAL PROGRAMS:

SPRING 19802

Major Sectors

High~Performance

Program u.S. Schools
' Total Publie Catholic -OFher Public | Private
. Private
Work experience or occupational _ :
training credit ..iiceiiiinincens 83 88 42 30 89 25
Credit by contract .escecocessnssss 30 31 | 24 18 50 11
Travel for credit ...ceesecnscaccss 13 13 14 8 56 24
College board advanced
placement COUTSES +esveesassonsss 47 47 ' 49 42 85 100
Program for gifted or talented .... 56 58 37 36 56 73
Bilingual program ....ceeossoceesns .e 28 31 5 _ 6 50 0
Alternative school program ..... vos 47 51 8 11 50 0
Program for pregnant girls
OF MOLthEYS .ceovenvscscsnscecsncnns 41 43 22 ‘ 15 C 24 0
Student exchange pProgram ...esesses - 55 57 37 44 67 78

aSophomore access was calculated by weighting the school response by the sum of sophomore weights

in that school.

discussion,)

(See footnote on p. 4~2 for further

These weighted responses were then summed for each sector to determine the proportions
of sophomores in a given sector having access to a program.
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ﬁationallp; 13 percent”of’alllschools ha;e‘trarel for,credit, and 30 per-
cent”have credit-bi;contract:programsﬁﬁvTrapel‘for credit is more often
found in high-performance schools, both public and‘privateQ Credit by
contract;’ﬁhile°in evidence within all school types, is more often avail-
able”tO‘puhlic school students.

Programs oriented toward highéachieving students are available
in all_types-of”schools with a few substantial, but not surprising,
differences. Programs for the gifted or talented‘appear in relatively
low proportions in all but the high-performance schools._'The similarity'
among the public, Catholic, and other private sectors is greatest in
the area of college board advanced placement courses (between 42 and
49 percent of the students in each of these sectors have access to such
courses) and this similarity is in sharp contrast to the high—performancet
public and private schools, where nearly all students have access.‘

' Programs for students with special needs or interests include
bilingual programs, alternative-school programs, programs for pregnant
girls, and student-exchange programs. .Generallp, morevpubliclschools
than pfiéaée schools have'these'programs. In particular, bilingual'programs
~are offered with substantially greater frequency in public schools. Ap~
proximately a third of the students in all public schools have access to
such a program, as do half the students in'high;performance public4;chools.

"5Alternativefsch001 programs‘and those for pregnant girls appear
most’freQuently in public schools. Alternative schools hegan in the 1960s
outside the public school system, and table 2.2.2 showed that in the total ‘
uniuerse of schools there is a higher percentage of alternative schools in.:v
some types of private sthools~than'in'the public sector. However, this

question asked about alternative programs in the school. Although veryifem
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public schdéls are altefnative schools‘(1.4'percent; table 2.2,2), many
have altgrnative-school program for a subset of students within the school.
It is this which accounts for therrelatively high ée:centages for public'
schools in ;able 4.3.1.

The major,difference; among the‘three sectors»in the'availabilitz
of special programs appear to be two: fifst, public>schools have more :
programs emphasizing cdncrete ;areer,preparéto;y egpetience; sécond,
pﬁblic schools have on the whole more éf the special programs discussed

than does either of the private sectors.

4.4 Physical_Faciliﬁies

The physical facilities of a schoolvdovmore>than pfo;ide.;éace;!
for traditional cléssroom activity. For instance, subjééﬁ;afeé resource’
centers may providé a way fo;‘studenﬁs to‘pursue!theraétivity of IEarﬁiﬁgf
more informally, studeﬁt loﬁnges and_cafeterias.pfOQide arenas for student
culture to emerge, ana areas allocated for rgmedial'assist;ﬁce provide
space for specialized equipment aﬁd Tesources. |

Table 4.4.1 shows the'frequency with which various facilities
are ayailable to students in each sector. The accessibility of career-
related facilities in the.public sector points again to its stronger
_orientation toward career preparation: 85 percent of the public school
students attend a school where there is a career information center,
and 30 percent atténd‘a schobl whereithere_is an occupatiomal trainiﬁg
center. Only Catholic schools exceed pubiic schools in the availability
of career_information centers.

.The provision of special 1aboracoties for remeéial reading and
mathematics work are'mqst in evidencé in public schoo.s: about'two—
thirds_of‘che students in this sector are in schobls with at least one

of these facilities. 1In the Catholic sector, about half of the students




TABLE’a.&;l

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS HAVING
ACCESS TO CERTAIN PHYSICAL_FACILITIES SPRING 1980

. High-Performance
. : U.s. Maqor»Sectors : Schools
Facility ‘Total - Oth
' gy Public - Catholic cher Public | Private
o ‘ Private . : ,
Subject area resource center - o A . T ' . ‘ :
(not library) .eeececeveessonnncs 26 25 : 42 27 56 70
Career information center .....ses. . 85 85 B 92 51 -89 v  49
Occupatibnal training center ...e.. 27 30 1 0 1"' 18 0
Remedialﬁreading or _ S :
mathematics laboratory ....eevese | 67 69 50 27 ) 69 11
Media production facilities ....... 56 56 51 - 63 51 64
IndOOf 10llnge LI R A .loll.‘lC...A. 22 . 21 . . 26 ‘. 7 63 ) ) 4’5 ) 93
CAFEEETIA  +evveernosenneesnnnes ceeo |96 97. . 92 82 100 82

_‘(.‘ 6—

Sophomore access was calculated by weighting the school :response by the sum of the weights in
that school. These weighted responses were then summed for each sector to determine the proportions of
sophomores in a given sector having access to each facility., (See footnote on p. 4-2 for further
discussion.) :
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are in schools with such‘a laboratory, while only 11 percent §f the
students in the other private sector are in schools with such a laboratbry.

Over half of the students in every school type attend_schoéls
with.medié production facilities. Without greatér'detailvon their
utilization and éapacities, few inferences can be méde. One can assume
at minimum, however, that these facilities make a wider variety of
instructional materials available, including bﬁth educational video
programs and educational progréms originally prepéred for commercial
or public television. | |

Among the threé major sectors, student lounges appear most
frequently in other private schools, and almost all high-performance-
private schools have student lounges. It is possible that tﬁe small
enrollménts of other private schools makes it more feasible to provide
this facilityQ Nearly all schools of all types have student cafeterias.

This comparlson of fac111t1es points agaln to the general
similarltles between Catholic and public schools as compared to the
other private schools. These measures of physical facilities are of
course superficial; a éomprehensive comparison'of physical facilities

in different sectors would require a different sort of survey.

4.5 Federal Programs

| | One set Qf resources for which wevexpect to find differences
5etween public and private schools is fedefally financed'programs.

For 1nstance, glven that many of the federal funds under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) are targeted to groups w1th special
needs, we might expect priva;e'schools to participate less frequently.

Yet private schools are eligible for Federal funds, and some participate
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inerde;al programs. it‘is instructiyg,_in thi; context, to rgview
the current participation iq Federal programs of public and private
schools.

.\Fedegal»prqgrams for edchtion.maintain certain eligibility
critgria“fof schools, usually compénsatory or_vocational_in nature,
which may limit the number of schools eligible for‘fundi.ng.1 Also,
in somg,areas»funding is not automatic, but dependé on proposals from
the school or school district, and-schdols differ in their initiative
in obtaining Federal funds. The differences in fedefally funded.programs
at different schools are a resﬁlt of both of these factors;2

. 'ESEA provides a broad range of resources and program opportunities
to school districts and schools. While eligibility varies among programs,

g privace schools participate in most of the ESEA programs that the survey

1Eligibility for funding under these Federal programs differs
somewhat for public and private schools. ESEA Title I funds are allocated
through state education agencies to local educational agencies (LEAs).
Although private schools that meet the Title I criteria are eligible,
participation depends upon arrangements with the LEA. Probably in part
as a'result of the method of allocation, private secondary institutioms
seldom participate in Title I programs. For this and some of the other
Federal programs, some of the positive responses by school administrators
may be in error. Funds authorized by Titles IVB, IVC, IVD, VII, and
IX in ESEA explicitly permit funding to private secondary schools, provided,
of course, that other eligibility and use criteria are met. Federal
legislation also permits Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds to be
given to private secondary schools, but it appears that most state plans
for VEA funds do not include private secondary schools. (See The Condition
of Vocational Education 1980 or Galladay and Wulfsberg 1980.)

" Guidelines for Talent Search and Upward Bound programs indicate
that this money goes almost exclusively to higher education institutions,
with high school students participating individually in the programs.
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) programs are administered
by the Department of Labor, and the prime sponsor is ordinarily not
an educational institution. Thus, high school students participate
in these three programs, while high schools themselves do not.

2For discussion of the status of Federal programs in private
schools, see Summarv-and Evaluation Report and How to Service Students
with Federal Education Program Benefits, both published in 1980 under
the auspices of the Technical Assistance Institutes.at the National .
Catholic Educational Associationm. , , (
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covers. (In not all cases does a positive resPonsé by a school administrator
mean that a school participates ag a.school. Theiquestion was worded

so that a positive response could mean participation in the program

by sbme students in the school.) The participation rate of private

schools is highest in the library brogram (Title IVB), in which nearly

all of the Catholi; schools, 43 percent of the other privaﬁe schools,

and Sd percent of the high-performance private schools participate (see

table 4.5.1). Catholic schools pafticipate in this program at a higher

rate than public schools. In other ESEA programs, considered all together, -

. Catholic schools generally participate less than public schools, but

their participation is not neglible; other private schools participate
hardly at all.
Among vocationally oriented programs, the differential participation

of public schools is even more evident. Participation in the programs

associated with CETA and VEA is almost exclusively in public schools.

Catholic schools show low participation rates, and other private schools
participate almost not at all. At the other extreme, high-performance
public schools show almost universal participation in Federal work
programs (Cooperative Education and Work Study).

In géneral, federally funded vocationally oriented programs
ére largely the démain of public schools. In ESEA programs, Catholic
schools participate at levels comparable to schools in the public sector
for some titles, while other private schools seldom participate, except

in the library program. -

4.6 Conclusion
A number of patterns distinguishing the school resources of

the different sectors can be seen in the variations shown in this chapter.
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“TABLE 4.5.1
PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS REPORTING THAT THE SCHOOL OR ITS
STUDENTS' PARTICIPATED IN SELECTED FEDERAL PROGRAMS: SPRING 1980
: s High-Performance
Program’ u.s.. Maor Sectors Schools
' Total Public. Catholic _ Other Public | Private
: Private -
Llementary &'Secondafy
Education Act (ESEA):

Title I: Economic disadvantaged .. 56 69 24 1 v21 :20
] N . . 1 .
IVB: Library .....icevenececss 81. 86 99 43 76" 50
IVC: Educational innovation .. 31 38 22 0 42 20
IVD: Supplementary centers ... 22 23 31 12 17 0
'VIL: Bilingual education ..... 10 - 12 0 4 33 0
IX:  Ethnic heritage series .. 7 8 13 0 4 0

Vocatfonal Education Act 63 (VEA): _ |
Consumer and.homemaking cesdens 60 77 8 1 69 0
Basic program ,;..............Q 53 67 1 20 0
Persons with special needs ..... 38 48 1 80> 0
Cooperative education ......... 45 55 14 6 91 0
Highbschool work study ...e.0c. 44 .55 6 6 94 0
Comp;ehensive Employment and C
" Training Act (CETA) ..... 65 81 17 5 84 0
Uﬁward Bound ......... ;...;;......Q. 17 ) 21 2 23 10
Télent SEATCH  tiveereeeneeesoennans 13 16 4 1 20

aParticipation is usually by school for ESEA and VEA programs;
involve student-level participation at the secondary level.

the remaining prbgrams generally

;46_
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First, there is the effect of'size differences, which lead the
other private schools, cmallest in size on,thc average, and, to'a lesser
extent, the Catholic schools to have a narrower range of courses than
do the public.schccls, :5 Hace spccial prcgrams less often; and to have
fewer physical facilitiés (cuch as remedial reading laboratories).

Second, there is a difference iﬁ orientation, which means tﬁac
the courses and programs lcssxfrequently found in private schools are
of certain types: vocational and technical courses, work-related ﬁcograms,
and, in gcpergl, nonacademic courses and programs. Tﬁe onevttaditional
academiclérea in which courses are least often found in other priﬁgte’
schoolS‘is foreign laﬁguages. Other differences in orientation arc
found in the high-per formance schools. These schools, public and private,
differ from other schools in more wniformly providiné advanced acadeﬁic
rcsqcrccs."The high- per formance frivate schools differ from one another,
hcweQer;>in.the context in which these resources are offered: tﬁe high-
performance private schools are more narrowly specialized'in academic
dlrectlons, while thelr publlc-sector counterparts superlmpose more
accanced academic courses and programs on an even more comprehensive
rcﬁéc cf courses and programs.than is found in the public sector as
a whole.

Third the other prlvate schools hace a much lower student-teacher
ratio than the public and Cathollc schools. The other private schools
operate with many*fewer students per teacher than do thecpublic or
Catholic schocls--a &ifferencé 50 strcng that the low student-teacher
ratio might bc considered a h;llﬁark:chcracteristic of non-Catholic
private schools. The 1cw fatio probably arises in part from the small

size of the other private schools and in part from conscious policy.
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‘Fourth, private schools overall show lower participation: in
federally funded programs, But this is selective, with Catholic schools

participating as frequently as public schools in a few of the programs.



-100-
 CHAPTER 5
" "THE FUNCTIONING OF PUELIC AND PRIvATE._fSCHOOﬁS' '

The functlonlng of a school depends both on lts student resourcesf

"and on: 1ts own resources (of the sort examlned in the preced1ng chapter) ;7

"”In ways that nelther educators nor SOClOlOngts understand perfectly,

- and in whlch the accldent of speclflc persona11t1es plays some role,

'the var1ous components result in a- school that functlons 1n a. partlcular'

way..

In thls chapter we examlne that functlonlng, in suff1c1ent depth o

'to see some of the 31m11a21t1es and dxfferences between the way schools

“in the d1fferent sectors functlon._*'f'

The functlonlng of these types of schools w111 be examlned 1n

flve areas:.

1..

2.

3.

_Student coursework

Levels of participation in extracurricular activities

The-standardsuof di3cip1ine-set by the school"

, Student behav1or, lncludlng 1nvolvement in schoolwork and
d1sc1p11ne—re1ated behav1or . : :

‘.Student attxtudes p

,The last two -‘aspects of the functlonlng of these schools, behav1or'

"andvatt1tude3‘on the part-of students5‘cou1d be treated equally well

as outcomes of schoollng in the next chapter. Student responses about

thelr lnterest and 1nvolvement in school, the behav1or that causes. dls-'

‘ c1p11nary problems in- the school, and the attltudes they hold all play

a part in the functlonlng of the school but they are 1n part shaped by

the school as well. Thus their 1nclus1on 1n thlS chapter rather than

the hext is somewhat arbitrary. Because we examine these behaviors
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':and attltudes solely descr1pt1ve1y, as aspects of the funct1on1ng of

ih7}each type of school, the questlon of Just how much the type of school

b ~Vf'1s responslble for these dlfferences 1n behavror and attltudes remalns

€~;"unanswered.~ In sectlon 6 3 of the next chapter, we return to d1fferences'f;=“

" in behavror andwdisclplrne'andiprovrde;some;answers‘tOWthls:questlons T

- _ 5 1 Student Coursework

Chapter 4 reported the courses and programs offered 1n each

',school sector, but it showed only student access, not exposure to course- S

work of d1fferent klnds._-Thls sectlon exam1nes what courses students
:say they w111 take or'haye taken.l Several 1tems rn the student duestron-3:
r:narre prov1de 1nformatlon about thls. af;"‘-' | B | |

| One questlon asked‘sophomores the number of semesters in maJor
subJect-matter areas they had taken in the 10th grade (YBOO6), another;v
'1tem asked them to report the number of semesters 1n these same areas
~they planned to take 1n grades 11 and 12° (YBOO9) A slmrlar questxon
asked senlors about the semesters of coursework they had taken in- grades‘
' 10, 11, and 12 in the same subJects. By cOmbrnrng s0phomores ,respbnses:'
to. the two questlons, the plans of sophomores can be compared.to the.”
actlonsrof senlors,: Thrs is done in table 5. 1 l wh1ch shows the average
-1number of_semesters planned by.sophomores and taken_bypsenlors in grsdes :
10,-l1;"and.12;s'These threetyearsstranslateiinto‘sis'semestersfof course-
‘swork, -and the table shows“two semesters for each year of coursework,v
ffour semesters for two: years; and six semesters for three years. The
total number of semesters taken in a subJect can exceed 31x, however,
because,students,can enroll 1n more:than onetcourse in a subJect per

semester.



TABLE 5.1.1

AVERAGE ‘NUMBER OF SEMESTERS IN VARIOUS SUBJECTS, PLANNED BY SOPHOMORES
AND TAKEN BY SENIORS, IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

/

Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

Subject . Public Catholic Other Private .Public Private
Grade Grade Grade “Grade . Grade

10 12 10 12 10 . 12 10 12 10~ 12

Average total ......... 23.2 24.6 25.6 26.5 24,1 . 25.9 27.2 27.0 | 25.8 27.1
Mathematics ...... e 4.0 4.0 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.7 5.1 4.9| 5.6 6.0
Sclence ..iiiedicnrnnns 3.3 3.4 4,1 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.9
English .iiioieeseenn.. 5.3 5.8 5.7 6.2 5.4 6.1 5.7 6.0 | 5.8 6.2
HISELOTy tuevevieesanns | 0 4.0 4.6 4.3 4.9 | 4.2 4.7 4.5 4.8 | 3.9 - 4.6
Spanish ....ceeveeenne. 1.0 0.9 1.9 1.8 1.3 1.4 1.7 1.6 | 1.3 1.8
French ...veeeeeecssnes 0.6 0.5 1.1 1.0 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.2 | 2.7 2.2
German LR B BN I I U I N I B B N BN 002 0.2 0'2 0-2 0.3 0'4 0.5 004 0.5 0‘4
BUSINESS +vevvvvnvennen 1.7 2.1 1.5 2.1 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.6 | 0.3 0.3
Trade, Technical ...... | 1.7 1.8 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.8 | 1.4 12| 0.6 0.4
Other vocational ...... 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.1 0.9 1.2 0.8] 0.6 0.3

e » 4 )

~-Z01-
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The table.shows interesting comparisons among types of schools,
‘among subjects,.and between soohomores' pians and seniors; actions.
What is‘perhapsimost striking,is the similarity of the sophomores' plans
'to what;thedseniors have actuaily'takeu. Overall, there are small differ-.
ences betweeuvthe two in both‘directions, but the only uniform increaSes

ctors are in English, history, and business courses, and

the only uni form decrease is in 'otherAuocatiouai“'courses. Thus sopho—
mores seem to knoo wrth reasonable accuracy what they w111 take in the
next.two years——assumlng, of course, that the sophomores will in two
:years show a proflle slm1lar to that of 1980 seniors. )
Not shown in the table are the var1ab111t1es>1n sophomore expecta-
tions and senior realizations. For the academic subjects, the variation
amOné-senrorsv;nnwhat they have actually taken is less than the variation
damong sophomores in what they think they will take. That is, whlle
sophomores, on the average have accurate expectatxons about the number
vaof semesters of each of these academlc subJects they w111 take, there
are more extremes in the expectatlons of sophomores than in the actlons
of seniors. The reverse is true for the nonacademlc subJects (buslness
courses§ trade, technical, and other vocational'courses); For these
4courses, 1u the publlc schools (and to a lesser extent in the prlvate
'schools) the seniors are more extreme 1n the amOunt of coursework they
have completed-than are the sophomores in thelr expectatlous. Thls,
of course, has to do w1th the way hlgh schools are structured, w1th
iacademic subjects more oOr less standard fare for all students (though
at dlfferlng levels of dlfflculty), and vocational courses taken primarily

by those students who go into (or are dlrected toward) a vocatlonal

program. - Some students who w111 never take a techn1ca1 or vocatlonal
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course expect to take a few such courses, while others who'will end

up tak1ng many of these courses.underesthate that number as soPhomores.
Table 5 1 1 also allows comparlson of sectors’accordlng to the

saverage amount of coursework completed‘Ln academic and nonacademic courses.

The average amount of academlc coursework completed by public school

vseniors prorldes a basis for comparlng students in other sectors. On

the average, these‘students complete two years of mathematlcs, one and

a half years of science, two and a half years of history, three years

of Engllsh, and one and a half ‘years in all forergn languages taken

together. Of course, this llst does not include all academic coursework,

but it does sketch out the exposure of U.S. public h1gh school students

to basic academlc courses.

Students in the private sector vary somewhat from this modal
‘picture. On.the average, students in Cathollc schools and other prlvate
schools take three more semesters of academic coursework (the first
three groups of courses in table 5.1.1) than do students in public schools.

A 31m11arld'fference is found between hlgh—performance private and pub11c

schools (although students in the latter schools take sl1ghtly more
academlc coursework‘than do students in the Cathollc or other private
sectors). Considering each academic Subject separately; the differences
among the public; Catholic; and other‘private sectors are rather small.
The‘students ln high-performance prlvate schools stand out sharply in
mathematics‘and French: the average senlor completes more than a semester
of mathematlcs and of French beyond that completed by students in other
sectors. ‘ ’ ;’ . .

lhe differences'betweenvthe public and private sectors are re-

versed for business, trade, technical, and other vocational courses.
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These courses are lggg frequently taken-by private school students,
with the differences especiaily_g:eat,for the high—éerformance priva;e
schools.

Among the foreign lgnguages, German has nearly vanished as a
subject'studied by students in all types of schools. French is also
infrequently taken in the public schools, but it remains the dominant
language in the high;perfdtman;e private séhools, énd occupies én;equél
position with Spanish in tﬁe non-Catholic private schools.

Altogether, the comparison of specific subjects taken in public
and privagénééhbols indicates novsharp divergence between the two.

" Perhaps the greatest areas of divergence are foreign languages,‘of which
the privaﬁe school students take more, and nonacademic occupational
courses, of which the public_séhool students take more. Other than
this, one can say only that the private school étudents.take, on'the
average, slightlykmére courses, and that fﬁese are generaily-in académic
subjects., |

Looking at specific academic courses, such as calculus or physics,
however, there are some great differences between the types of schools.
Seniors were asked about each of nine academic courses: four maﬁheﬁatics
courses, two science‘courses, and third-year courses in each of threé
foreign languages. _Taﬁle 5.1.2 shows the percentage of seniofs in each
échool type taking these courses.' Within each area, the courses are
ordered by thé éercéntage of students taking each.

In mathematics courses, ranging from geometry to calculus, about
half to two-thirds as maﬁy public school students take these coﬁrses
as do Catholic or other private school students. Comparing Ca;holic
schools with other p;ivate schools in each of the mathematics courses,

a slighily higher percentage of Catholic school students than of other



PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS REPORTING THEY HAVE
SPRING, 1980

COMPLETED

TABLE 5.1.2

SELECTED ACADEMIC COURSES:

. Lk High-Per formance
Course Tgt.::i . it Other Schoo}s
: Public Catholic ‘private Public Priyate
GEOMEETY sveeencsscssnsesnssannsona 56 53 84 77 87 100
Algebra 2 .viviririrconsens cetessens 49 42 70 66 76 99
TrigonomEETY «evevecesocovsevcnosss 24 | 2? b4 42 57 70
Calculus .eeeeas Ceetrereans ceeeeens 6 6 11 10 22 63
ChemiSETY Jeceseenesscncecoanennens 33. 37 53 51 68 79 é
&
PhYSIiCs «vlvviieneneineesinenenen | 20 18 23 28 w6 | 67 |
3rd Year Spanish ....eeeeeeccnnnnns 4 3 7 8 11 13
3rd Year French ........ . 3 2 6 10» 8 2
3rd Year German ..i..f..ecceeesnenes 1 1 1 2 2
& 4 i #
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privéte_school students take these courses. An excéptionally highfpropor_
tion of students.in ﬁigh-peffofmanée private schools take these advanced
mathematics courses, with 63 percént taking calculus, the most advanced.
The percenfages»for the high-perfofmanée public schools lie between

those of the privaté sector as a whole and those of the high-performance
private schools. Generally, tﬁe more advanced the course, the smaller

the ratio of public school enrollment to private school enrollment.

Neither of the two science courses, chemistry and physics, is
taken by a large proportion of students, except in the high-performance
schools.  Chemistry is taken less often in all types of schools than
algebra 2, but more often than trigonometry. Physi;s is taken iess,
only about half as often as chemistry (except in the high-performance
schools). -It is taken by.fewer students tﬁan take trigdnometry, but by
more than take calculus. In these sciences, the public schools are
somewhat closer to the private schools than is true for mathematics.

The third year of a foreign'language is taken by only a small
minority in EEZ tYPe of school. We have no direct comparisons with
ear;ier cohorts or other developed countries, but both of these compar-
isons would undoubtedly emphasize the relative lack of advanced foreign
language training aﬁong contemporary American high school students, |
~in public and privatg schéolﬁ. In the public schools, atteﬁﬁed by about
>9O percent of;the students, the highest enrollment for a third-year
language cougge'is 3 percént, in Spaﬁish. The percentage of students
in pﬁblic schdo}s enrolled in any third year language course is 6'péfceﬁﬁ,
compared with-14 percent in Catholié schools, and 20 percent in other
private échools. It is»not the case that the lower percentage of students

takingveach of these courses in the public schools is due to lack of
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opportunity. Table 4.1.2 in the preceding chapter showéd that the per-
centage of private scﬁool students in schools where Suchba course is
available is smaller than, or at most equal to, the percentage of public
school students in such schools. That is, these courses are generally
more available in the public seétor, but are taken by fewer students.

If we look}at the percentages of studenté in those schools ﬁheié
the course is évailable who take the course, thé diffefences‘in table
5.1.2 are slightly magnified. Table 5.1.3 shows these percentages,
and the differences betwéen‘public and private are slightly greater.
This is of course due, at least in part, to the small gizes of private
schools. 1In such schools, the percentage of students interested in
a given course must be fairly high for the absolute numbef to be great
enough to war;ant the teaching of the course.  Thus in the smallest
schools, théﬁéther privaté schools, the percentages taking a course
where it is offered tend to be especially high.

The public-private school differences are, however; reduced
if, in the schools_wheré the courses are offered, we look only at those
students who say they expect to get a 4-year college degree (BB065).
Table 5.1.4 shows these comparisons. The course profiles in mathematics
and physics in public schools are much closer to those in Catholic and
other private schools. In.languages, hﬁwever, the differences between
the other private schools on the one hand and public and Catholic schools
on the other remaih.great.

Thus aitdgether, comparing coursework taken in the public and
private schools, we can say that a superficial look at the number of
semester§ in general subjects showsva great similarity between public
and private; but, when we examine specific advanced courses in these

schools, a far greater percentage of private school students take these




TABLE 5.1.3

PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WHERE SELECTED ACADEMIC

COURSES ARE OFFERED WHO HAVE TAKEN THESE COURSES: SPRING 1980

Course U.S. Major Sectors High;i§§§§gmance
. Total Public Catholic Other Public | Private
) Private

(GEOMEEry ..iiuiiiiiiiiiereiennn 57.3 544 84.5 79.0 86.1 | 99.8

Algehra_z e teeeses R 50.2 47.8 72.3 67;1 75.5 98.8
Trigonometry e evesvetraenaneansane 28.0 25,5 48.1 46.8 52.5 | 94.2
Caleulus  Leevneneisiieeneieiiaiaes | 1044 9.5 14.7 24,6 23.5 | 62.2
Ch.em‘istry 39.2 37.6 52.8 54.6 68.5 78.9
PhysSics tiiieriirenvecsasoonnnnnnans 21.3 20.4 24 .4 30.6 45.8 66.6
3rd Year Spanish ....oieeeveiieesen | 5.0 4.4 7.5 16.7 11,5 17.2
3rd Year Efengh edeveenas veernenes 3.8 3.1 6.4 18.9 9.5 19.5
3rd Year German ....eeeeieeeiennes 2.3 2.2 ' i;z 7.0 5.3 4.5

-60T-



PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS EXPECTING TO FINISH

TABLE 5.1.4

4~YEAR COLLEGE WHO HAVE TAKEN SELECTED ACADEMIC COURSES

WHERE THESE COURSES ARE OFFERED:

SPRING 1980

- Course Tgégi \\\\\ o secfors Other ngh;;§Z§;;fance
’ Public Catholic Private Public | Private
GEOMELTY svvveoennanns PO beeenenn 82.1 '80.1 9.3 90.5 94,2 99.8
Algebra 2 ..... errveerinieeenn | 6.4 73.0 83.6 81.4 86.4 98.8
Trigonometry ..... cesees ceranessean 49.6 47.3 62.9 59.5 67.1 94.5
Caleulus .uuevvnirrennnn.. ceeeeneee | 1947 18.7 20.8 33.1 29.9 | 63.5
ChemMiSEEY wevirenennonennsennnes e | 63.0 62.3 67.0 66.7 79.8 79.6
PhYSICS  vevnneeiennreenneeennnens . 35.4 35.2 34.0 40.0 58.4 | 66.9
3rd Year Spanish .......... N R 7.1 8.4 19.9 13.6 | 14.2
3rd Year French ............... 6.6 5.6 8.7 23.4 11.6 21.1
3rd Year German ....e0e.. ceresesans 3.5 3.4 1.9 7.1 . 4.9 - 4.6
” * . .
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courses. If we control for students' higher education plans; these
_differences are reduced,’ and, ﬁkesussbly, statistical controls en family
background would reduce the differences even more. Thus; ﬁhile the
student bodles‘of publlc and prxvate schools as.a whole differ consid-
erably in thelr takxng of these“advanced courses, students with 31m11ar
college plans (and 51mllar in other respects) ‘have similar course profxles.
Th1sz1eaves¥open,-of.coursez the question whether these college plans

are brought to the school wholly from the outside or are in partzgeser-

ated by the different school environments. We examine that question

in section 6.2.

5.2 - Extracurricular Activities

f'Aloné'with'the\courses that studeets tske in each of theseztypes
of seheels,,they participate in extracurricular activities. And, becasse
the schools‘are organized quite>differently, we might expect,the'extra-
cgrrlcular setivity‘profiles of students to differ according to tﬁe
type‘of schoel they attend. Table.S.Z.l shows.the.percentagefof students
in each sector part1c1pat1ng in each of thirteen types of school activ—~
1t1es listed in the student questlonnalre (BBOBZ) The_act1v1t1esiare
grouped into four loosely related areas. |

- First of all,‘it‘is useful to note that there are few major dif-
"ferences between the part1c1pat10n profiles of soPhomores and senlors.‘
The only major d1fference in the publlc schools is the 10 percent 1ncrease
ln senior psrticipation‘in_vocatiqnal edutatiop clubs. Among the smaller
@lfferences, hewevet,.sose are’consistent{across‘sectors., Band and
etcﬁestra psrtlcléatien—abpears to decline slightly, as does participa-
tloﬁ_in subjeetbsetter clubs; In soﬁtrsst, partlcipation in hobby clubs

appears'to increase slightly. In addition, cheerleading seems to increase



TABLE 5.2.1

“

: PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES’ANDIQENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING
IN VARIOUS EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES: SPRING 1980

'Major Sectors

High-Performance Séhools

Activity Public Catholic Other Private Public Private
' Grade Grade Grade Grade Crade
, _ 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 v 12
Varsity athletics a : :
(Seniors only) .... NA 35 NA 37 NA 58 NA 39 NA . 73
Athletics (soph) or ' ' '
other athletics , » ' S
(seniors)_ ceeerannn 53 41 62 47 69 55 20 26 84 65
- Cheerleading & pepclub 14 15 16 15 13 S ¥ 17 07 11 17
Debate, drama ...... 10 14 14 18 18 33 18 15 | 24 36
Chorus, dance ...... 22 21 - 23 20 28 31 20 19 - 26 27
Band, orchestra .... 17 15 10 9 15 14 18 15 | 11 12
Subject matter clubs. 26 24 28 25 27 25 26 21 | 30 23
Vocational education , , | ‘
clubs ..........nn 15 25 4 7 7 9 6 8 3 ' 0
Hobby clubs ....... 21 23 21 . 22 24 27 21 26 36 43
. Honorary Society NA 17 NA- 20 NA 17 NA 17 NA 13
School newspaper .. NA 18 NA - 28 FNA 45 NA 24 NA 57
Student government . NA 18 NA 20 NA 30 NA 19 NA 29
9NA = not applicable; soﬁhomores not asked about pafticipation.
- [ 2

-Z1T-



-113-

"(the'athletiesvqﬁéstione'hresnot Quiﬁebcomparable“at the sophoﬁore#and

senlor 1eve1s,'an Vcannot}be d1rect1y compared), as does part1c1pat10n

in debate or drama.” Part1c1pat10n in chorus or dance appears to decline
slightly infthefpoblrcfand Catholic schools,,but to increase in the
other privaterend highfperformance‘private schools.

'AmOng:school sectors,'the‘poblic schools and the Catholic schools
seemvsimilei; and eomewhat different from the other privatefsehools.
”The5high-perforﬁance’priﬁate“échoolsediffer from public and Catholic
mipithe”éaﬁe direetion as all of the other private schools, but more
remphaticallyr' The principal difference.between the puhiic'and Catholic
. schoolsponxthekOne[hand andpthe_other:privete and high—performancefprivateH
on the'other is that in the latter‘a number of activities appear to
growfovér?time, with seniorS'perticipatiné considerably more then:sopho-'
MOres. s In the" pub11c ‘and Catholic schools, where levels of partxcxpatlon
are in general slightly lower at the sophomore level this growth does’
not'ocourt The d1fferences between school types ‘at’ the senior level
in the last “two’ act1v1t1es, school newspaper and student government,.
suggest that the seme general;zetlon would hold for these actlvitles
it‘tﬁéi*ﬁad“been incLoded~at the sophomore level.

'Regardless of the reason, the end result is:thet:pertié{pation
in extracurricularnactivities in the other private and high-perforﬁence
.privete schools, which is similar to thet in pubiic and Catholic schools
at the sophomore 1evel, is con31derab1y hlgher by the senlor year. This
can . be seen in-a sllghtly dlfferent way by look1ng at two measures of

,sophomore-senlor dlfferences for the seven act1v1t1es that are directly

“comparable 3 through 9‘1n table 5 2 1) thegnumber of act1v1t1es in

v whlch senlors show a. hlgher part1c1patlon rate than sophomores, and

the sum of senlor~sophomore dlfference in percentage,part1c1pat1ng.
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These are ehownrin table 5.2.2:¢ Ihextebie ehowgfﬁhgg, by both measures;,

the_othe;.priyate and h%gp;gerﬁormhnee-pri§aﬁe'séﬁegie_are*ﬁistiﬁgyigyf@i“
able from the other typee»qf,scheols.iﬁPartieiﬁ&Eiéﬁ;gioﬁe'oveggtiﬁe,
in these schools, but declines or grows,less in,tﬁe oeﬁeref |
6neAmight eonjecture that extracurricular activities are organ-
ized diffefeﬁfly in the Cathelic andvpublic_schools than in the'pthef-
private schools. In particular, there are ﬁwo approaches a school may
take to the organization of extracurricular activities. One is a selec-
tive orientation, which recruits younger:students into, say, LeSs‘seiéE&
tive choruses, with subsequent nartgwing down for the more selective .
chorus, or into junior varsity athietice‘with only the best going on
to the varsity.. Anpther approach, the intramural'otienéeeiﬁhyuholde
:oythe_philosophy that everyone ought te try everything, Thi's: latter
ap?eoaeh may be seen in elite English schools that aspire?to.déV§;0p:,-
Lai"eell-:oﬁﬁded" indiyiduel.

If the publiceend Catholic schools have the Selectiveférieﬁta-
tion to extracurricularfeetivities, and the other“privatéfsehoels more
often have the-inframural oeientation, this would explainvche,peftici—
pation decline from‘sophemo?e to senior in public and Catholic schools
and tﬁevgrowth (or at least the absence of decline) in tﬁeﬁother private

schools.

5.3 Disdiplinary Standards

Dlsc1p11ne in schools is regarded by many as the most lmportant

problem in Amerlcan educatxon. In a yearly Gallup Poll concernldg edu—

catlon, the general publlc has for a number of years ranked disé
as the most 1mportant problem in’ schools. ~And superlntendents,‘

and teachers complaln b1tter1y about constralnts “on; them, legal and .*ﬂ'




DIFFERENCES IN SOPHOMORE AND SENIOR PARTICIPATION IN EXTRACURRICULAR
’ ACTIVITIES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS“,SPRING 1980

_ngh-Performance

B g?MaJ°F~SeCF°r$< : Schools:

-ulefe;engesl Othér .

Iqubliéj I; ?Céﬁﬁpii?i_ S Publlc Prlvatpv.:”‘

Prlvate
Sum%bf éénior-sbphbmore diffefenées“i......}- ’_>I11 l’;If '.;;1.:- IleAi 24 I‘Iﬂ' ;ih.: lﬁ;IZQI'

5 Fractlon of activities in whlch : R P B R B E
- senior partlclpatlon is hlgher ff,..,a1;1 3T 3T 5/7_’, RS VA A NV B
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otherwise;.which they.regardAas;preuenting;them7fron imposing»andrmainrt'

: taining order in-their“schools; B

DlsClpllne 1s also one of the areas 1n Whlch publ1c and prlvate o

- schools are bel1eved to d1ffer most. Catholic schoolsfln part1cular“'

Vare frequently regarded as hlghly d18c1p11ned 1n comparlson w1th publlc

_schools.‘ It is of spec1a1 1nterest, then, to see the s1m11ar1t1es and

f::dlfferences 1n dlsclpllnary standards and 1n student behav10r 1n publlc‘ifsf

' schools and the pr1vate school sectors._ In thls sectlon we. examlne

5d1sc1pl1nary standards, in the next (sectlon 5. 4) we exam1ne student o

behav1or.;-

Several questlons were. asxed, An the school quest1onna1re and

the student questlonnalre, about rules and: enforcement of rules. Table '

5. 3 1 shows how the responses to two of those questlons compare for- the

_dxfferent sectors, .and how the students and admlnlstrators responses _7

_compare.
| "Therefis not a great’difference,among‘the sectorsg according
?to both admlnlstrators and students, in respons1b111ty for property
hdamage. V1rtua11yvall admlnlstrators in all sectors 1nd1cate that stu-
dents are_held re8pon31ble.“Sophomores -resnonses‘are;also similar ":
across tyoes”of schools; although‘the percentage‘is Somewhat‘lower-in.
‘puhlic'schools;. In a11 sectors, a substant1a1 m1nor1ty of s0phomores
say no .such rule is enforced. The dlfference between<adm1nlstrators
.and students, of course, mlght be in 1nterpretat1on of what enforced"
vmeans:~ for some of the students, enforced m1ght 1nc1ude f1nd1ng the
student who is respons1b1e,_and thelr responses may reflect the opinion
‘that the student is often not foundr' The drfferencevbetween:adm1n1s—'

. trators. and sophbmdres'is'greatest_in the'publicrschools and least in



TABLE 5 3 1

_ PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND A]JMINISTRATO’RS REPORTING THAT

CERTAIN RULES ' ARE ENFORCED AT THEIR, SCHOOL'
SPRING 1980 :

High-Performance

Ttem and Group U.S. . Major Sectors : Schools
=R ~ : Total S i . Other o, K
: Publ;c Catholic Private gublyc Prlvage
Students respon51b1e to school
for prOperty damage : _
Sophomores i--joooo.o--oooo--’--n‘ 65 ] 64 .’ Lo 77 " V' 'v 71 66 71
Amm31anqné;...n..“..y..; 97 | 96 95 100 100 100
» RuleS‘about7sthent'dress
SOPhOMOTES seescosnnccsceseanss 46 .  42  . 97 69 14 93
Administrators ......e.........| 58 | 51 100 |- 70 44 90

=-LTT- .
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Tow e

the Catholic schools, consistent with the generél perception that disci-
pline is most fully enforced in Ccholic schools and least fully enforced
in public schobls} |

'Ruleé‘Abbut'studgnf dtéss'diéﬁinguish‘the seétors sharply-—and
there is liétlé‘disagreeQEnt Between‘sophomoreé and administrators.
In virtually all of'thg Catholic schools, about two-thirds of the other
private schools, and perhaps half of the publié schoois ﬁhetevare en-
forced ruleé about student dress. Thus the greater strictness of the
Catholic schools, as well as the intermeﬁiate pésitioﬁ_of thé other
privéte schools, ié evident in this area.

Table 5.3.2 shows résponses of seniors and sophoﬁofes to generél

questions about the effectiveness and the fairmess of discipline in

the school (BBO53F and G). Among the three sectors, students in Catholic
schools are the most likely to rate their school as ﬁe#éellent"lor "good"
in effectiveness of discipliné, and public_school studenFs are least
likely to do”so. On fairnéss of discipline, again the private schools
are moré often rated by their students as good or excellént than are
the public séhools{ but this time the Catholic schools and the other
private schooIS"a:e apprbximately.alike. It is in effectiveness of
discipline, as-ferceived by their students, that the privaté schools
(and especially the Catholic schools) départ most sharply from the public
schools. | |

The tﬁo sefs Qf high-performance schoolé differ sharply on both
of‘these dimensipns of &iscipline.- The hiéh—pgrformance private schools
are the highesf ofvéil %ectérs‘in béth dimensions, while the-high-performance
public schoolsﬁaﬁé Hérdly distiﬁguishable from the public schools as

'a whole.



TABLE 5.3. 2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN. PUBLIC AND  PRIVATE SCHOOLS RATING
- THEIR SCHOOLS' EFFECTIVENESS AND FAIRNESS OF DISCIPLINE AS
"EXCELLENT" OR "GOOD": SPRING 1980

,High-Performanée

P U.S. ,Manr Se°t°?s : Schools
Class Total - 1 other '
' otat Public | catholic = | . i ST Public | Private
T -~ Private 4
Efféctiveness of discipline;
BeNIOTS sueeeriiriiieneeneennns| 44 | 42 72 58 | 52 79
SophomoTes  wvesesivesiaeaiees| A4 | 41 76 65 40 79
‘Fairness of discipline:
Seniors ..iveeseveseineeensneen| 37 | 36 | 47 46 40 | 62
N Sophomores !.........-.’......i, 40 - VV 39 - | 52 50 41 | 68

-6TI-
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Ihe lower rating of public schoo1sty their sfudents in fairness
of discipliné is somewhat ironic. In the past.decade and a half, legal
strictures to insure fairness of discipline;‘such as requirements for
due process before suspensioﬁ, elaborate ;eview processes, and statistical
comparisons of disciplinary'actionsvby race to insure racial féirnesé,
have been imposed by the courts or the Federa1 gdvernment‘6n pdblic
schools. These strictures are much 1e§s fully imposed on privéte schools
(in part, of course, simply becausé'attendéncg at these Qchools is by
choice rather than assignment). Yet it is the private schools, less
béund by the stticturéé designed to insure fairness, that are more often
regarded as fair»by their students. This suggests_thatvthé legalistic
approach to insuringtfairness in discipline may be less effective than
other approaches in bringing-about fairness-—and tﬁe-uppef‘papel of‘
the table suggests that it may indeed be counterproduc;ivé_fo: effective-
ﬁess of discipline. O0f course, the effectiveness of discipline is also
dependent on othér factoré. In particular,»priﬁate schoois have more
control over the enfranée and>exi§ of their students than do public
schools.

One other question somewhat related to the disciplinary climate
of a school asked the students about teachers' interest in students.

The responses tobthat.queStion are shown in table 5.3.3. Thevtable
shows that among the three sectors iﬁ is the teachers in other private
schools who are most often'fegardéd‘as interested in their étudents.
Teachers in the public schools are by far the least often seen as inter-
ested in students. /Again,:fhe high—performance private schools are
highest in perceived?interegg of teéchers, while the high-performance
public schools ére'similér toiéhe public schools as a whole. Here,

and to a lesser degree in other aspects of discipline, the smaller average




» *
. ' IABLE 5.3.3
PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN' PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS RATING
THEIR TEACHERS' INTEREST IN STUDENTS AS "EXCELLENT": SPRING 1980 =~
. e : "~ | High-Performance :
’_ U.S. ~ Major Sectors , " School's ,
Class Total Other : , - : .
| N P»lv.lbl'l.vc Cathohcﬂ . Private . ?ub lic | Private - E
SeniOl‘S o..ooo'oo.ooo-'-cg.ooncooooto; 14 12 E ' 25 41 . 15 64
11 9 -2 | 34 16 55

SOphomoreS ----o-c-on.-oov‘ooooooc.o
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size of the private schools (and especially the othér private schools)
ﬁay be reéponsible fqr s§me part;of the differences.

Another way to‘ékamihe the différehce in disciplinary standards
in each type of schoqiﬁis to éggregételthe student response in each
school and then comparé’the school averages and ranges within each sector.
This procedure gives us a way to compare general school cliﬁateé among
sectors. Such an aggregation of responses was done forIthe discipline
and climate items diécussed previously--teacher interest in students,l
effectiveness of discipline, and fairne#s.of‘discipline--asvﬁell as
for an item on schooi spirit (BBO53H). The responses were aggregated
across both gra&es, and the school was cﬁarahterized according to the
average student response. Figure 5.3;1 sﬁows the mean of the school
r;ting for each sector, and an indication of the range obtained by‘adding
and subtracting two standard deviationms. (About 5 percent of schools
would fall outside of two standard deviations.) Thus, one can compare
both the avérage school climate for each sector,'and the degree of simi-
liarity for schools within each sector (the':ange).

Some genéral differeﬁces in.range hold across at least three
of the four measures: .tHe verfibfﬁad distributions among the other
private schools, and the tight distributioﬁs éf high-performance private
and public schools. The breadth of the distributions for the other
private schools implies:that these schodls differ considerably among
themselves in fairness and effectiveness of discipliﬁe. For instance,
although they are higher than.the.pﬁblic schools in average perceived
fairness, a few are seen as worse thaﬁ nearly any public school in fair-
ness of discipline. Teacher interest in other private échools shows

a similarly broad distribution. Finally,rthere is high variability



4 - Average ratingof school by students ' ‘
POOR : “FAIR - : .- GOOD - - EXCELLENT

Item )

Teacher interest in students: _ _‘
Public ‘ : L o " | -

Catholic - ) : ' : 4 o el -

Dther private
High~performance pubic ‘ ' , B . '

High—performance private o , ‘ ' - oo — ‘
Eftective discipline: : : S

Puble . . e | ;.

Catholic » _ [ ! —

Other private : . .
High—performance public ' . D e—|—

High—performance private ) ) . L | -
Fair discipline: - : .

“Public : o 1 ]
Catholic ' 4 | —

Other private . : . [

~€21~

High—performance public . . L
High—performance private N ) 4
School spirit: ' —

Public o o . e '
Cathalic ’ c : ' \ ‘ 1 .

Oiher private . o , ‘ Ty _

High—performanée. public ) R . _ - b

Higiy—perlormance_ ‘private - ' -

Fig. 5.3.1. School aggregate-ratings"of discipline, teacher interest, and
school spirit by students in the public and private sectors: average and range
within each school sector: Spring 1980. :
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in school discipline climates in otﬁer private schools, and high consis-
tency among both public and private high—performance schools.1

Looking af central tendencies, which téllnus aboﬁt the average
school within each type, the highfperformance private schools are highest
in teacher interest, effectiveness of discipline, and fairness of=dis¢if
ﬁline,’and lbwloniy in school spirit (though they show a wide rangé).
Convetsély,‘tﬁe p;blic schools areilowest.in te#cher interest and in
effective and fait discipiine; in schoo; spirit they ﬁre relatively
high, e?éeeded oniy by thejCatholic schools. High—ﬁerformance pubiic
’ schools‘téndtté bé rated glightly higher on these dimensions of school
enviromment fhan the pub1i¢ schools,'gxcept in échool_spirit.

ECoﬁparing CathoiiC'and othe:'ﬁriﬁéte'scﬁools, the Ca;holic schoﬁls
are higﬁer ig gffec;i#eges$vof &iscipline and in school spirit, the
éther pfivagéiscﬁ;ols a;é{ﬁigher in teacher'interest; and the two are
: éﬁéut equai in_fairness:of diéci#liné.

These results aé the school level are consistent with the individual-
level results, except that the inélusion of the range of schools within
each of the sectors on measures of discipline reveals the great variation
within the other private schools.

Altogether; the indicators of disciplinary standards and disci-
plinary climate indicate that the standard stereotypes are by and large

:vtrue. The Catholic schools are strictest in discipline; the other private

1Some part of the variability in all sectors is due to sampling
variability, since only a sample of students in each grade level was
included in the study. For most sectors, this sampling variability
is small, since, if all sampled students responded, the school average
is based on seventy-two student responses. But some schools, especially
in the other private sector, were so small that the total of the sopho-
more and senior classes was considerably below seventy-two. Thus a
part of the broader variability for other private schools is due to
this sampling variability.
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schools are somewhat less strict and appear ‘to be more nurturant (as

'evidencedeyjperceived teacher interest). The public schools, taken

as a whole, are:neither;strict”nor nurturant. - In addition, they are

" least often regarded by their students as fair in their exercise of

ediscipline.' The comparisons are not happy ones for American public -

schools.

5.4 Student Behavior

In this section we compare the obverse of disciplinary standards,

that 1s, student behav1or in different sectors, 1nclud1ng 1nvolvement

in school, attendance, tardiness, and cuttlng classes. Student behavxor

is in part the consequence of the way a school is organized and admin-

1stered and in part the cause, We know ‘that students attend school
w1th different degrees of regularity, maklng teaching more or less d1ff1-
cult' that students spend varying amounts of t1me on homework° and that,

when in school, students exh1b1t differing degrees of behav1or problems.

The questlon of 1nterest here is Just how the various sectors of educa-

- tion comparewin student behavior.

‘5.4.1 Involvement in ‘school -

Involvement in school is one aspect of student behavior. There

are several measures of this in the student questionnaires. One is

“'the amount of time.spert on homework (BBO15); a second is the true-false
‘response to a statement that the student is interested in school (BB059C);

“+d third is another true-false response to a statement that the student

likes to work hard im school (BBOG1E).
The average amount of time spent on homework differs considerably
among. the sectors. The averages- for soPhOmores are: less than four

hours a week in the public schools; over five and one-half in Catholic
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schools, other private-schools,»and high-performance publié schools;
and. over nine hours in the high-performance. private schools. Again,
the other private schools show a greater_diversiﬁy thaﬁ the Catholic
schools, with more-studentsvat'each-extfeme. Most homogeneous are high-—
perform;ncg private;séhoois,vwhere nearly alirof the sbphombfés spend
over three hoqrs?and aqué; half spend over‘ten hou;s (table 5.4;1)._
Seniéfs épend'léég time on homework than do sdphomdres, except
in the highéperformancg private:and public schools, whéfé‘élightly more
fiﬁe is épént;'on‘the averagé; From tﬂié evidence, seniots‘éppear slightiy
‘leés‘inGOivealin ééhooiwork‘thanvaré sophomores. One Gther point from
Ehé‘fablé is noteworthy: Iﬁ‘Both the éatholic scﬁoois and the ﬁigh—
vﬁérfﬁrﬁ;ﬁcé priﬁéﬁé scﬁools, no sophomore, and alméét no senior, fepérts
not‘ﬁ;ving:ﬁomeworkvaséigne&; in the public schools, 2.4 percentlof.‘
éopﬂoméres éﬁd 4kpéicentﬂbf éeniors report that none is aésigﬁed.
"Aiﬁhdugh'watching television is not part of schobi fﬁnctioning,
i£ Standé'as a kind of éltérnativé fime expenditure for ﬁigh school
:é£udenﬁs,:énd it'is uséful to éee how stﬁdents from the differeﬁt fypés
of schools balance their time between television and homework. Tablé
5.4.2 shows the amount of time spent on watching television by all stu-
dents in a week, and these results can be compared to the amount of
time spent on homework. . Comparison of tables 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 reveals
. that the lesser‘tiﬁevspent'on homework by the average -public school
student is ﬁapéhed by;é greater: amount of time spent in watching tele-
vision. Because of the‘different‘time categories used for the two items,
and because of‘a general-normative.pnessﬁre to overreport time spent
in homework and underreport time spent watching television, the absolute

numbers of hours in the two activities cannot be directly compared. .



TABLE 5. 4 1

AVERAGE TIME SPENT ON HOMEWORK BY SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS
~IN PUBLIC AND - PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Time on Homework

Major'Sectofs

U.S. Total :
: - Public - Catholic

- Other -

D " Public - Private
Private

,Gtade - — . Grade

~ " Grade’

10 12 410 ] 12 . 10 12

10 T2. ] 10 | 12 ] 10 | 12

No homework assigned .v.... |

None “viesevonss e eene e
' Less than l.hour/wegﬁ .;;..
One to‘three hogrs ;..;.t.,
Three'tolfiQe hours ....;;
'Five toftén}hqurs .....;.;Q
. More than ten f;""';"‘°

Average ceecscaseases

4S5 40| 47| 42| 23] 2.3

28.3  30.3 | 29.2| 31.2| 20.3.| 24.8

6.4 6.4 5.4 | 5.6 13.3] 10.2

3.9 3.7 3.7 3.5| 5.6 4.9

2.3 3.6| 24| 4.0 0.0f 0.6
14.1 16.3 | 14.9| 17.1| 6.3| 9.9

24.0 21.3| 24.0| 21.0| 24.9| 25.1

20.5 -18.0 | 19.4 | 17.0| 32.8 | 27.1

7| 10| 1.3] 0.7 0.0 6.0
9. :5'3 2.2 2.3 0.6 1.9
63| 8.0 7.5  8.0 0.9 2.2
17.6 | 17.8 16;3»‘19.5»_ 3.5 | 4.5 ':_
22,5 | 22.8|23.2 |22.8 |12.0 6.8
29.8 | 27.3 |36.8 |27.2 |35.2 | 29.0

19.8 | 19.3 {12.7 |19.6 |47.9 |55.6

1i gh- Per formance Schools

6.0 | 5.8| 5.6 57| 9.1| 9.5

4caleulated by ass1gn1ng 0. 5 2. 0 4. 0 7. 5, and 12. 5 to the last f1ve categorles in the tablé, andb

0 to the flrst two. -

AACIE



TABLE 5.4.2

AVER'AGE.‘ TIME SPENT WATCHING TELEVISION BY SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS

IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOQLS: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors High-Performance Schools

Number of hours 05 doral Public Catholic O?her | Puinc;! Private

Private !
Grade Grade : “Grade

10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 '10 12 10 12
NOME eoveeenesnneneeneene | 2.6 3.6 2.4 3.4 2.8 4.0 7.6 9.7 4.0 ’41.-'1’ 7.6 11.0
Less than one hour ...... 6.5 10.9 6.0 10,5 8.3 11.5 17.3 18.8} 11.6 17.3]| 24,7 25.2
One to two hours ........ 13.2 18.0 12.9 17.7 16.4 21,2 15.6  21.6| 20.3 23.6| 28.2 24.7
Two to three Hours ...... 19.5 22.1} 19.6 - 22.2] 20.4 23.8| 16.1 18.0f 24.4 23.2 16.8> zo.f
Three to four hours ..... 18.0 17.3 18.0 17.4 18.7 17.5 18,3 13.3 14.2 15.6 1 9.7 ‘ 8.2
Four to five hours ...... 12.8 11.0| 13.0 11.3] 12.3 9.1 8.3 7.1 8.7 6.8 4.3 3.3
Five or more houfs........ 27.4 - 17.1 28.1 17.6 21.3 13.0 18.8 11.4 18.8 9.5 8.6 7.0
Mean? +iiieriiinnennn 4.1 3.3 4,2 3.4| 3.7 3.0 3.2 2.6 3.2 2.6f 2.2 2.0

8calculated by assignihg 0.5, 1.5, 2.

first two.

5, 3.5, 4.5, and 8.0 to the last six cétegories, and O to the

-8C1I-
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But the direction of the differencee among the sectors is exactly re-
versed for television watching and for homewqu. The public school
students are lowest in homewerk, highest in television watching; the
students in?h?gheﬁerformgnce pfivate schools are higheét in homework,
lowest in teleQision. ‘These two time expenditure fepofts suggest the
differing levels of deﬁands imposed on students in the differentbtypes
of schools.‘

In additiom to comperisons by schooi type, comparison of seniors
and sophomores is of interest. Seniors watch less television, than |
sophomores and are also less occupied By homework. A'greater amount
of their attention than that of sophomores is deyoted to.activieies
other than either schoelwork or television. Another report from‘this
study (Lewin-Epstein 1981), shows that a major area of éctivity for
many youth is employment. L

Student reports of interest in school and liking,to.work hard
in school give another perspective on the capacity of these schools
as constituted to capture the attention of their students (see table
5.4.3). These items, however, show considerably fewer differences among
students by sector than does the item concerning time spentFOn homework.
It is true that fewer of the students in public schools and more of
the students in high-perfofmance private schools report being intefested,
but the differences between the public and private schools as a whole
are very small. The saﬁe can be said for responses to the queseion
about liking to work hard: there are only small differences among’the
schools, and the public schools are not consistently the loweét.

In general, for both of these questions, the seniors show, as
already suggested by,fheir'spending less time on homework, siightly

less interest in school than do the sophomores. Thus, again, there



‘TABLE 5.4.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS OF STUDENTS INTERESTED
IN SCHOOL AND OF STUDENTS LIKING TO WORK HARD IN SCHOOL:

SPRING 1980

Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

5 U.S. Total Other
Item Public Catholic Private Public Prlvate
Grade Grade _ Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
Interested in school?
YOS ceevesssncassnssana 76.4 73.7 76.2 73.2 78.7 76.3 78.1 82.1180.9 76.1] 88.4 88.7
No IEEEREE R TR PR PR 23.6 26.3 23.8 26.8 21.3 23,7 21,9 12,9 19,1 23.9}12.6 11.3
Like working hard in
school?
YeS crecccsancas ceesns . 54.0 52.3 54.0 52.2 52.8 52.3 56.4 54.2 | 53.8 57.863.6 56.7
NO " vecessssssnssnacnss . 46,0 47.7 46.0 47.8 47.2 47,7 43,6 45.8 46.2 42,21 36.4 43,3
% 4 > hY

-0¢ [~
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is indication that in all sectors the interest and involvement of seniors

in high school is somewhat lower than that of sophomores.

5.4.2 School attendance

"Another area of student behavior is attendance. We look at
three pofentia} problems in this areﬁ:, absence from school for reasons
other than'illnesé, class cutting, and tardiness. Spudént behavior
along these lines differs according to type of school. Table 5.4.4
shows that fhe school sectoré are ordered alike for all @fvthese t&pes
of behavior and for both seniors and sophomores: students in Catholic
schools shod(tﬁeAhigﬁestpconsistency of attendance, students in otﬁer
private schools arelgext, and students in publi; schools'are lowest.
Curiously, students in high-performance public schools have the poorest
attendance>records.

This table includes, in addition, evidence that seniors are
less well disciplined in attendance than are sophomores. In all types
of schools, and by all three measures, seniors show less consistency
in theii attendance at school than do sobhomores. This is éspecially
noteworthy because the seniors are a more select group, excluding those
students--on the whole, less well disciplined--who have dropbed ouf
between the sophomore and senior years. Thus there is further indica-

tion that seniors are less involved in high school than are sophomores.

'5.4.3 Reports about discipline from administrators and students

In addition to these repofts by students concerning their own
behavior, there is information about the school's beéavibral climate
from two other sources: the sChool questionnaire included questions

(5B056), answered by the school's administrative staff, about the seri-

ousness of various types of behavioral problems among students; and



TABLE 5.4.4

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
i REPORTING GOOD ATTENDANCE PRACTICES: SPRING 1980

»Méjor Sectors High~Per formance Schools
' U.S. Total -
Attendance Item . Public ~ Catholic OFher Public Private
. n Private
Grade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12

Never absent except when ‘
1 34,7 25.6| 33.7 24,8 48.8 34.0) 37.0 30.8]| 32.2 19.4| 50.3 34.5

Never cut classes teeeeees 69.9 55.2; 68.6 53.6| 88.7 74.6| 71,0 59.3| 56.8 41.6| 81.4 64.4 -

AN S

Never late to school ..... 42.2 36.0| 42.0 35.9] 47.7 41.2]| 35.6 28.2) 33.5 32.8] 40.3 28.0
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sophomores were asked (YBOI9) about how often certain behavior problems;.
in éome of the same areas as well ds some others, arise in the school.
Responses to these queétions offer two additional perspectives on the
school's behavioral climate. In two of the areas; student absenteeism
;nd class cutting, it is possible to examine thé same behavior from
three perspectives: the students' reports éf their own behavior, the
school administrators' reports about what happéns in the school, and
the students' reports about what happéns in the school. .In another
area, verbal abuse of teachers, it is possible to get two perspectives:
reports from the administrativé staff and from the students about what
happens iﬁ the school.

Table 5.4.5 presents the administrators' and the sophbmores'i
responses concerning behavioral problems, some covering the same areas
of behavior. Comparing the two areas in which there are three'perspéc—
tives, we find some interesting differences. First, two of the three
pgrspectives_sﬁow C;thoiic schools to have the best attendance and éublic
schoolsito have the worst. But the perspectives differ: . students’
reports of their own behavior show less diffe;ence among school types
than do administrators' and sophomores'.reports about the schéol. There
is a logical basis for the difference between students' reports of their
own behavior énd reports on a "school problem." If 5 percent of students
 are chronically ab;ent in one school and 15 percent are absgnt'inbanOther,
it is logically consistent for no one in the first school to report

' and for all students

that this "often happens" or is a "serious problem,'
and administrators in the second school to report that it often happens
or is a serious problem. Thus such reports on a school can logically

show greater extremes than the actual behavioral averages.



TABLE 5.4.5

ASSESSMENTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROBLEMS BY ADMINISTRATORS AND

STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

. High-Per formance
Item and Group u.s. Major Sectors Schools
Tota? Public Catholic ngiszze Public | Private
Student absenteeism: ,
Administrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate
problem"” ....eiiiiiiienicieeaans | 87,2 56.6 15.2 13.8 58.1 00.0
Sophomores: percent reporting
"students often don't
attend school" ....... ceesseses | 42,9 46.2 8.1 16.1 28.2 2.8
Sophomore and senior behavior: :
absent 5 or more days,
0Ot 111  verenrenrnensnsenenness | 19.0 20.2 8.5 13.5 14.2 7.9
Cutting classes:
Administrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate
problem" ferrsecansesananises 29.1 37.0 4.6 00.0 39.2 00.0
Sophomores: percent reporting
"students often cut classes" ... | 58.4 62.4 15.9 25.9 67.0 6.5
Sophomore and senior behavior: ‘
cut classes now and then ...... 36.8 39.0 18.4 34.3 50.7 26.7
" Verbal abuse of teachers:
Administrators: percent reporting
or is a "serious or moderate
problem" ,....... Cesenesrsacnne 8.6 9.6 4.7 5.3 29.6 00.0
Sophomores: percent reporting :
"students often talk back
to teachers”" ..iiievirrsccnvons 39.8 41.6 22.8 21.7 25.7 9.2
5 - )

-RE1-
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TABLE 5.4.5 (Continued)
- s High-Performance
' Item and Group u.s. .Major Sectors  schools
: B Total Public . Catholic Other Public [ Private
‘ _ Private S
Fighting and ‘disobedience:
Sophomores: _percent reporting v ‘ :
"students often fight" ........ | 25.1 26.8 9.4 5.8 14.7 . 2.5
Sophomores: percent reporting » ' , : ' ‘
"students. often don't obey" .... | 28.7 30.2 14.6 13.0 18.8 | 4.6
Drug and alcohol use:
Administrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate .
problem" '.l...‘..;.‘.l‘.....‘... 42.3 48.5 - 26.2 18.0 61.3 60.0
Vandalism of school pfoperty:-
‘Administrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate . , A o
problem" ‘..Q'.v...iil;.l. IIIII LI 21.8 24.5 13"8 11.7 27.1 20.0

-GET-
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Table 5.4.5 also includes data on areas of behavior not reiated4
to attendance; these have to do with disorderly and disobedient behavior
while in school, and in some cases directed toward. the séhool; The
difference between public and frivate schools stands out just as strongly
here as in attendance. The incidence of problems of all sorts is high
~ in public schools, howéver reported and by whomever reported. There
- is, however, a reversal between tﬁe two.sectors of privaté schools.

In most of these areas of behavior--specificaliy verbal abuse of téachers,
fighting, drug and alcohol use; and vandalism--Catholic schools show
slightly higher rates of incidence than do other private schools. The
students' réports_and the administrators' reports are reasonably consis-
tent in this (except that administrators,report much lower levels of
verbal abusg'bf teachers than do sophomores, suggesting that the responses
of the two may be réferring to somewhatgdifferent behavior--"verbal

abuse" vs. "talking back"). 1In absenteeism and cutting classes, as
indicated earlier, the other'privatg schools are higher than tﬁe Catholic:
,vschools. ‘It seems likely that the reason for the somewhat poorer atfen—'
dance in the other private schools is that thesé schools are somewhat

less strict about enforcement of ‘attendance or disciplinary action for
nonattendance than are Catholic sehools. This conjecture is reinforced
by the fact that while absenteeism and cutting classes, as reported

- by students pf themselves and of othervstudents; are more prevalent

‘in other pfivate schools than in Catholic schools, the principals less

" often define this as a'

‘problem."

As indi;ated byvéarlier daté,,;he high—performanée.public schools
rese@ble.the fublic schools as a'whole more than they resemble any of
the privaté'sectorsl wﬁilé the high-performance private qghools tend

totshow~fewer.discipiinary problems than either the Catholic or other

private schools.




-

In one area of behavior, however, administrators in both sets

of high-performance schools more often report a behavior problem than

do administrators in any other sector: use of alcohol or drugs. Admin-

istrators in three-fifths of the high-performance schools report a “serious"
or "moderate" problem. In the absence of further information (students
were not asked .about alcohol or drug use), we can merely note this.

It is possible not only to characterize each of the sectors

by the distribution of student behavior, but also to characterize each

school according to the level of discipline problems students see in
the school. 1In addition to the items.éoncerning atten&ance, cutting
classes, and verBaluabuse, soéhomoreé were asked about three,atééé of
student behaviof problems in their school: not ébéying, getting in
fights, and threatening or harming teachers.. For each school, the stu-
dents' reSéonses to these six itemSjwere‘averaged; so that the school .
is charact;fized by the level of discipline problems.as perceived by
all sophoﬁhres.

As in the analysis of disciplinary standards, whére a similar

. aggregation was done for each sector, the results are tabulated as the

mean and the range. (That is, plus and minus two standard deviations.

In some cases, this exceeds the upper limits of 3.0 or goes below the

~ lower limit of 1.0, but this can still serve as a measure of the range

3

of schools. On the graph, the ranges are truncated at the limits.)

_About 5 pércent'of'sphools lie outside of a range of two ‘standard devi-

_ations.

The results are shown in figure 5.4.1. Several general results.
hold’ovgf qlliareas of student behavior. .Again, the high-performance
private schools show a tight distribution, just as they did earlier,

in the case of disciplinary standards. And, again, the other private
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Frequency with which it happens

Problem — : :
sften happens sometimes happens rarely or never

Students don't attend school: " v
" Public | S BU—

Cathalic | U S—

QOther private — ' ,

High—perfarmance public | NSO E—

High~performance private S E—'
Students cut classes:

Public . ! |

Cathalic " 1 ,

Other private - ! ]

High~performance public AR S

H‘igh-performénce private . ! i
Studerits talk back:

Public | O S S \ ’

Catholic \ ! —

Other private - ! —

High—performance public It wm————————

, High-pecformance otz [

Students don't obey: :
-~ Puble S NS |

' Cathalic \ ) ]

Other private - !

‘High~performance pubtic e ere———
High—perfcrmance privats e

Students get in tights:
Public . . ot
Cathaiic - d
Qiher zrvate \ : 4
Aigh—aerformance pudhe -
digh-cerfarmance anvata e
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Fig. 5.4.1. School aggregate assessment of discipline

problems by sophomore students in public and private schools:
averaze and range within each school sector: Spring 1980

T
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schools show the largest range in most areas, though in the area of
threatening or attacking teachers it is only-the public schools thaf.
show a range.
.. In all areas of behavior, without exception, the public schools
have greater student behavior problems than schools in any other sector.
In some areas, such as attendance, cutting classes, fighting, and thréat—
ening teachers, the average pubiic school 1is outéide the whole range |
of Catholic schools in the direction of more behavior problems (that
is, at a point beyond which we would find less than 2.5 percent of the
Catholic schools). The difference between the schoqli_in these two
sectors in student behavior problems is cléarly ver;hgfeat. The differ-
ence between public schools and other private séhools is also great.
In évgry area except cutting classes and threatening teachers, the
average for other private schools is beyond the range of'pubiic schoois
in the direction of fewer behavior problems (i.e., at a point beyond
which we woﬁld‘find less than 2.5 percent of the public schools).
These characterizations of behaviorbproblems in the schools
show extremely great differences between the public schools‘and the
ptiﬁate schools. In sum, although the distributions of schools do over-
lap, in somé areas the majority of public schools'are beyond the limits

of the distribution of private schools.

5.5 Students' Attiéudés

Students':attitudes toward themseivesvand their environménts
were elicited in thg student questiqnnaire (BBO58A through L). Several
questions related to what is ordinarily termed "self-concepff--just
~how good one feels about onesélf--were asked, using a five-point agree/

disagree scale. ' Another set of questions, using the same scale, tapped



- -140-

what is ordinarily termed "internal control” or "fate control,"” that

is, the degree to which one feels in control of those things one regards
as imporfant.
| Through these questions it is pbssible to see how students in
each type of school feel about themselves. Informétion about éuch feelings
or attitudesigives a sense of the psychic statf of a.schooi's student
body, and thus add to our sense of just how the schools function as
social systems.

Tﬁe proportion of students within each sector expréssing a strong
sense of fate control is shown in table 5.5.1. Six iteﬁs intended to
elicit these feelings are listed there. The'differenceévamong sectors
are not large, but they are consistent. For nearly all'itemé, public
school students are léwesf, Catholic school students are next, students
in other private schools and-high—performanée'public'schools are only |
slightly higher, and'students in high-performance private schools -are
somewhat higher than the rest. Averages are shown at the bottom of '
the table, indicating‘the differences. As these figures show, seﬁidrs
in all types.of schools have a somewhat ﬁigher belief in their contr§1
of their own fates than do sophomores, with the magnitﬁde of the differ-
ences being about equal to that between the public.aﬁd'private school
students at the same grade level. waever, the ‘seniors in other pfivate
and highfperformance private -schools e#ceed the sophomores in their
sense of fate control somewhat more than is true in the other sectors.

A varietyvof experiences, both within the school and outside
it, give some péqple more self-confidence abéﬁt ;hemselvgs than othefs.

Academic achievement and leadership éxperience are two of the in-school




TABLB 5.5.1

4‘PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVAIE SCHOOLS

~ Fate Items -

. U.S.

Total

EXPRESSING A STRONG SENSE OF FATE CONTROL‘

“ SPRING 1980

—————

Major Seétots -

High-Performance Schools

xPubliq

Catholic

Otherb
Private

»Pﬁﬁiic Private

| ’.*Gréde' ~

Grade -

Grade

12

10

ﬂ;z

10 12 F 10 12

Good luck important

: (Disagtee strongly) coes E

Someone stops me

(Dlsagree strongli) evies 5{

Plana don-t work out |

(Disagree strbngly) ..Q.  )

ZShould accept condltlons

(Disagree strongly) .....f

."V'What happens 1n,my-do1ng o

- (Agree strongly)  eceeess
My plahs’work out
- (Agree strongly)

Awetage'

9.9

10 -

2.8

§;6“;

22.6

13.6
16.6

32.4]

27.9

16,2

22,6

16.5

21.6

2.4

2.3
9.6
19.4

13.7
_“}6;5

 ..12

2.0
;é$4'.
27.5|
ks

- 16.5]
L 21,3

10 12
.«29,5
71?-5{

25.6 29.6
v:i2.§ f
21.7

18.7

12.4  15.7

 1$;6:j

23{0

35.6 |

15.8

19-8"

— 10
27.4 |
1. N
'24;3
'%7.1

12.5

RV A A

36.8

20.1
34,7
'53;1
2.7

18.8

26.4

26.6 138.8| 33.2

15.5°.22.5| 16.4

26.2 36.8 37,7

"14.2 .21.0] 22.6 33.1

1907 ‘1806 16;9 32-8

15.5 14.9] 14.4
25.4

23.5 33.8

19.6

38.2.
31.8 .

43,2

23;4v.

7[VI-T
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experiencesvthat can foster the_growth of self—estéemgi TébléfS.S.Z

shows the variation in high self-esteem responsestfor3students in various

types of.schools.. Againr.senior.responsesﬁindicatevhigher{self-esteem

than do'thosejof sophomores regardless of sector.ﬁiceneraliy;;the magni-

tude of the differences is apprbximately the sameifor batholic and both

k

types of publicuschools.‘ The senlor-sophomore d1fference is. greater

in the other prlvate and hlgh-performance prlvate schools, as 1t 1s

for fate_control. Although 1t\is beyond the scopeaofﬂthe.presen

future researchers mlght want t6 focus attent1on on those characterlstlcs

in wh1ch these two sectors espec1ally exceed the other sectors. teacher

interest (table 5.3. 3), 1nvolvement in extracurrlcular act1v1t1es (table

5.2. 2), and number of teachers relatlve to students (table 4 2 1)

.4

These factors, as well as schoolrsrze,”may\playla~roLe;1n the;greater “

change between the ‘Sophomore and senior years in these schools. . .-
g Finally, wemlook at student concernsfor socialfaﬁd economic

1nequa11t1es. Students were asked about the 1mportance of a vari t

RS TR v

of factors‘in>the1r?11ves}‘and' worklngwto‘correct‘soC1a1 andheconomic
inequalities"vhas ahong the itens} We report onlyxthe responses of

non—Hispanic ﬁhitesrfor té& reasons.. F1rst, because we are 1nterested
in capturingha concern for”the.socialwwelﬁare‘of‘oﬁhers,~wewW1ShedZto
look at the responses_of those who are less;oftenéthe victimsﬁof i%eouality.

Secondf because minority studentsHare“dispr@portionately repreSented

!

in the publlc sector, the1r 1nc1u31on would have dlstorted the ‘between~-

sector comparison. Table 5 5 3 shows that amOng the three maJor sectors

there are only sllght dlfferences 1n the proportlon of non—Hlspanlc

white students who con51der 1t very rmportant9~to work toward correcting

g




- TABLE

5. 5 2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

GIVING HIGH SELF-ESTEEM RESPONSES

SPRING 1980

SglfeEstéem.Item'

" U.S. Total

HaJor Sectors

hlgh-Performance Schools

Cathollc _Other

Pub11c Pt1vate

Grade

| PuBIiC'_- -

Private
"Grade o

Grade

T

BT S i

f105»>;121 1012 _

.Take p051t1ve attltude
" toward myself
(Agree strongly)

esssepn

' I'm a person of worth
. (Agree strongly)

lAble to do things as
- well as others
- (Agree strongly)

;On the whole, satlsfxed
with myself .
N (Agree strongly)

I'm not good at all
(Dlsagree strongly)

Not much to be proud of
- (Disagree strongly)

'“‘Awetage

126.9
Qoo_..o_._.’ i 26.9

‘1 26.7°

'32.6

11.0

1238

32,7
,33;5 B
33.6
14,4

039.9

29;5

26,5

11.0

"32.3

26.6
33.5

18,9 -

23.7-

T I

32.7

331

22,4
14.3 °
39.4

26.4 30.9| 26.7

295 36.1]-29.7

28,3 33.3| 31.2

19.2  22.8) 20.0

35.5 43.9] 35.0 43.9
25;&

1269 30.2)

335
38.6.
37,4

25.8
15.2
37.8

32.4

24.8" 35.2| 35.4°

35.4  36:8| 41.1

29.0 35.2| 41.0

21,2 24.7|25.6 32.7

7.9 13.1 313,6 20,7

43.6] 43,9 58.7

126.0 ° 31.41.33.4

52.4

46,3

~€91-



-~ TABLE“5.5.3 7

i+.i7 .PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE AND SCHOOL TYPE OF THE PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE AMONG WHITE

Sl

——

- STUDENTS OF WORKING TO CORRECT SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INEQUALITIES: SPRING 1980 -

. .Pereeived.. - .-
- Importance

——
r—

'U.S.: Total

© " Public

I “Qatﬁolic

“Other Private [

':'.Higp-l’_erlfomanqg_ Sector

Public

Private

10 . 12

T 1w

107 12

10 12

10

12

_Total percent
Very important

Somewliat ‘importnat’ -

1 12.0

38.4 .

100.0  100.0

11.1

49.6 : 46.5

in

100.0
2.1
49.6

.{:‘ "3‘8‘“.’4 ‘

100.0

42.1

1.1

46.8

'100.0 *'100.0
LS
49.3

39,27

9.8
46.0

4h.2”

100.0°  100.0

11.1
40.5

46.3°

52.1

36.8

R 13'2

1600 100.0
1 15.0 12.6
47.3 44.9

13707 k2.5

100.0
13.6
146.0

50.4

100.0

15.0

‘38 l2 ’

46.8

R LA SO
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socrai and economic 1nequa11t1es, and lnvall cases the proportlon 1s:
relatlvely small (between 9 and 13 percent) Among sophomores,Apubllc
school students are sl1ght1y more - concerned than students in the pr1nate
‘%'sector.‘ In both the Cathollc -and publlc sectors the proportlon of B
“senlors who con51der work1ng to correct 1nequa11t1es very 1mportant"

is sllghtly lower than ‘that of sophomores, wh11e ‘more. other prlvate
.senlors than sophomores consxder 1t very 1mportant. | A11 of these
drgferences, however; are quite small. Perhapsnmore 1mportant.1s the
lfact that for all sectors more senlors than sophomores con31der thls 3
11ssne ‘not 1mportant. Howerer,'the increase in the- pr1vate sector
appears-to be greatest, especrally in the othervprlvate sector. Overall,
the data suggest that among non-Hlspanlc whlte students there may be
less loss of concern for soc1a1 and economlc 1nequa11t1esb1n the pnbllc

&

sector than in the pr1vate sector between the soPhomore and sen1or years.

5.6»,Conc1u9ion.

.. It should be said that the majority'of high'schoolistudénts*;
appear.-to.enjoy working hard in school and reportﬁthat the§‘arefintefi'
ested\inﬂschoolerregardless;of thentype of school they'attendrv Aréé{’
student exposure to coursework does'not'differ greatly 'by type of écﬁaél.
But -schools. in the different sectors appear to differ sharply'fnjsome
respeCts;stthe:number of advanced courses students take;.the ﬁuﬁbéﬁ??"
of extracurricular activitiesbin which_students participate, theédfsci:
plinevstandards established_forfstudents, and’.the general-behanior
patterns of students.

.. Catholic schools are distingnished from others'in'thefrelafiveiy

. tight disciplinary standards'estabiished, their feported'effectiveness;
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: and the hlgh attendance patterns of their students. Furthermore, the
reports of students in Cathollc schools concernrng d1sc1p1rne tend to
' ,‘accord better w1th prlnc1pals( reports than do those of students in
ther types of schools. In{terms of extracurrlcular 1nvolvement, Cathol1c
achool students appear to have experlences comparable to - those of public
school students; ﬂ | | |
.In all of the pr1nate sectors,‘students take more academlc sub-'
Jects, and more advanced academlc subJects; than‘students in the publ1c
sector (except for the h1gh-performance pub11c schools) Other prlvate
,schools, as well as hlgh—performance prlvate schools, are dlstlngulshed
by the.growth-ln partlclpatlonvln estracurrlcular activities between ~
:the sophomore and senior years; The standards of d1sc1p11ne in other

- prlvate schools are slmllar to those in the Cathollc schools, though

somewhat less strlct, and the c11mate appears to 1nvolve closer teacher-'

T

‘ student relattons’than in e1ther Cathollc or publlc schools.

Public schools, in general, are distinguished by their disci-
pline problems, the lower average number of ‘academic courses completed
by.their'students,‘and the lower number of hours spent on homework.
However, for-publie%school students~p1anning'to complete four years’
of college; exposure:to advanced science courses is not much below that
of students in the private schoolsy though these students take substan-
tiallyxfewer advanced ‘mathematics courses than do -students in private
-schools.

: Students:in;high—performance'public schools are more likely
to complete advanced mathematics courses than students ‘in other private
orvéatholic*schOOIS, butwareuless-likely’to do so than students in high-

" performance ‘private schools. -Students in high-performance public schools
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also spend about the same amount of time on homewofk”;é do studénts
in Catholic and other priﬁate schpolsg " But.-students in_highvpéffbtmance
public schools are distinguished by théit gonsistently»higher rate of
absentegiém and class cutting.' in.othériafeas.of discipline théy are
fairly comparable to other private and‘Céthélic gchéoLs.' 

- The types  and amoﬁnts ofrcohrses‘completed; as well as: the digéi-
plinary climate, appear, then, to be important differgncesvin~thea£uncci0n-
ing of these schools. - In the next chabtét we discuss how'these'schoola;

differ in outcomes for their students.
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FeaL e © .~ . CHAPTER 6
.CﬁTébﬁEsldf EDUCATION

A central :question in‘any consideration of policy concerning- -
public. and private.schools: is:the outcomes of these differing forms
of schooling for éhe:children;who;pass through them. There is not, .. -
however, a»singletquestion:' thereaare:two dominant ones, as well as
several subsidiary questibns. The two dominant-questions are- "What
are the outcomes from public and private schools as they currently
function?" and "What would be the different outcomes of public and
private schooling for the same boy or girl going through the two differ-
ent kinds of schools?" The first is useful for purely descriptive
:purposes,Ato see just what the products of public and private schools
in the U.S. are like, how they are alike and how they differ. It is
the second, howe?er, that is ﬁore central for pafents, and central to
policy arguments about the relative merits of public and private schools.

The first of the questions is simple and straightforward, and
can be answered directly, by comparing seniogéain public and private
schools on various measures: test scores, post-high-school plans,
interest in school,’adhgrence to discipline, effort expended on school-
work, attitudes toward oneself and others, and so on. Some of these
measures, whiéh show differences in the way the schools function, were
examine&vin chapﬁer 5; others, which are purely outcomes of schooling,
are examined here. |

- The second question is more difficult: it requires an exper-

iment that can never be exactly carried out, but is approximated every
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day. What would be_the aifference in outcome for a given boy qr‘girl
in the different school settingé? It is imﬁossible tovhavévtﬁe ééﬁé
person in'tw§ differeﬁt schools, but ih everyday lifé Qe obserQe soﬁé-
thing liké this--a brotﬁer goes ﬁo abpuﬁlic school, while his sisfé;
g6es to a priv#te'sch001§ or ﬁﬁo boys whd have grown up as néighﬁars
aﬁd ffien&g are éent,'onebto é pri&éte‘school and the other to a public¢
schoéi.. | o |

'invénswering the secdnd of theée quesﬁions with dataydf the
sort contained in ﬁiéh School and ﬁeyond; stafistical conﬁrolg'ére ﬁgéd.
Qs substitutes for the ideél-ﬁﬁt unattainable experiment. The qﬁéiiﬁ&w‘
of tﬁe anéwér to the quesﬁion depgnds oﬁ fhe §tétistical céntrols.éﬁat.l
are used.} In.attemﬁting to ahswef.the question, we will uée a kind
of ffiangﬁlation, obtaiﬁing e#idénce'through different types.Qf anél&ses
in order to get a more secure fix on the results. | | -

Yet'whatev;r.the_statistical-controls, and despite*thé!diﬁfering
kinds of analysis,‘some'méasure_of uncertainty'must reﬁaiﬁ. ‘Whén ﬁhe
sophomores are retested two years hence, the existence of measures at -
two points in time will help remove some of the uncertain;y;ubut even
then,‘unpertainty will remain.. This,lhowéver, is the situation wi;bu
‘ all questions of cause and effect; and, as in the use of evi@enqg iqv
eve;yday 1ife; our task will be to use the evidencé»at haﬁd to cast .
as much light pnAthé causal questions as possible.

In addition to these two major questions, there are subsidiary
questions as well: What would be the outcome differences_be;wgen public
and private schools if some input resource other than students were
tﬁé—same? For exampié,‘hoﬁ wquld‘pubiic and private schools differ

in outcomes if they were, on average, the same size, or if the per-pupil
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expenditures in each were the same}u,seme of these hypothetical questions are
‘relevant to polic& issues, because some polfciee &ould‘equeiize these
schoole on certafn resource inputs. For exemele, a voucher'blan; euch
as that wh1ch has been proposed in Callfornla, would nearly‘equallzerl
per—bupll expendltures among public and pr1vate schools in the state..1

L1ke the questlons about outcomes for students uho are allke,
tﬁeee questtons about outcomes_uhen verlous 1nputrreeoufces ot‘eherac—
teristics are made alike can be answered only with uncertainty. 3ut‘the
answere are valuable, not only%fornpolicy‘putpeses, ButreieeV‘V
becausefthey glue some insight 1nto the sources of any different effects
that pub11c end prlvate schoolslhave on the students whoiattend them.
Thus, they offer 1deas about uhet pol1c1es ma& be”valuable, beth |
in public.schools and in prfvate scheols, to incteaee>tte'sebeoi's effective~

ness for their students.

6,1 W,Deécffbtive Differences in Outcomes
" Between Public and Private Schools

From one point of view, the products of a school afe its grad—'x
uates, and wé should thus look only at seniors to discover the dlfferenceS“%%ft
in these products. From another pointtof'yiew;'however; the‘school's
products are its students at every stage of theii‘échbolihg; so that
it is reasonable to view the perforﬁance, behaVief,tah& attitudes of
sophoﬁofes as the school's products as welli 'We'teke the second vie&,.

looking at these attributes of sophomores as well as seniors.

‘1This plan has been developed by John Coons, Professor of Law

at the University of California, Berkeley. There was an initial attempt,
later withdrawn, to put the voucher pfOposal*on-the'Califbrnia ballot -~
for referendum.
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:Sbme of .these descriptive differences in outcomes, that is,
certaxﬁ behav1or of sﬁudents in schools and certaln attltudes about
self and school, have béen exam1ned in the preceding chapter, and will
not be reexamined here; In thls‘chapter we.focus on two outcomes:

scores on standardized tests and plans beyond high school.

6.1.1 'Coéﬁi;ive‘acﬁieveﬁént in each‘sectqr>.

Tests were given to sophomores aﬁd seniors in each of the school§
studied. The té#fs differed soméﬁhat‘for sophomores.and seniors, but
three’of the tésts hgd«a number of items in common. Thé vocabulary
testé béd eigﬁt wofds in common, the reading tests had eight'questions
in common, and the mathemat1cs tests had eighteen items in common.

‘The results are g1ven.separate1y for the sophomore tests (in table :
6.1. 1), for the senior tests (in table 6.1. 2), and for the common éub-
‘ tes;s taken by both.sen;ors and sophomores (in tab1e16.1,3).

|  The sophomore test scores in table 6.1.1 show that the average
.student'in pu$1i§ schools écores_below the #verage studenf_in eitﬁer |
the Catholic or other private schools in every area tested. Studénts
froﬁ;Catholic_séhools and.from other private séhools have similar aver-
ageé? aﬁd‘fhe highépefformance schools, both private and public, sﬁow_
averages above those of students in the other sectors. The-high-pérfor-
mance private schoqis, more selectiye and mdre homogeneous, show éverages
considerébly abovebthose for ;he high~performance public schools. These
-différepcés iﬁ avefége test.écores and in standard deviations illustrate
agaiﬁ tﬁe.gifferencgs between the two sets qf‘high—perfofmance schools.
The high-perfétmahcé ﬁublic éqhoglé aré gene:ally large upper-middle-

class sﬁburbah sChoblé with student bodies that perform well above those



 TABLE 6.1.1 | .
_ MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SOPHOMORE TEST SCORES
IN PUBLIC AND' PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980
Test U.s. Major Sectors 'Hi'gh.s-gﬁzggmance
Total Public . Catholic OFher Public | Private
Private

Reading (1% ..eiiiiivnnniennn. | 9.1 8.9 |  10.5 10.5 11.7 | 14.5
Vocabulary (21) uevevrerinnaeen. 10.9 10.7 - 12.9 13,1 14.1 | 17.6
Mathematics (38) ...eeveeeenn... | 18.6 18.3 21,5 22.3 | 24.9 30.2
Science (20) .iveeereiereeaeniea.| 1009 | 10.8 11.9 12.4 13.2 | 15.1
Civics. (10) weeeerreeeensvnnnnnns | 5.8 5.8 6.5 | 64 | 7| 7.8
WELEing (17)  euveveveevessaneannss | 10.3 10.1 | 11.9 1.5 | 12.8 | 14.7
Stan&ard deviatiéns: R ‘ _ ‘ | _ : | . ,
U REAdING eueeeieeneineinenneeanees | 3.9 3.8 | 7 3.6 3.9 | 4 | 2.8
VOcabulary seveeeseevisienseeaenn| A | 43 [ 3090 1 4 | 42 | 246
 Mathematics .veveevessessieenneen| 7o 7.4 {66 | 7.8 | 15 | 4
| SCience Lieeeenerseseieneseeenee | 38 0| 0 38 0 | 233 [0 35 | 35 | 2.4
CAVEES  serreeiienseenenenniieense | 2,00 0 2000 | 19 L 19 Gl L9 | 1.
ST C OSSO S I I 3.5 | 3.8 | 3.4 |20

?Numbersfin.pareﬁtheses refer toitotal number of test items..



TABLE 6. 1.2

MEANS AND. STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SENIOR TEST SCORES

IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE  SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

R
Test Total . Public - 7.~Ca£holic' lther | public Privaﬁe
' ) - - Private .
© Reading (200% ieceeiereieneaien. | 1009 | 10,8 11.9 13.0 | 13.5 | 16.0
Vocabuiary (27)  ceiirevnneeeneses | 1301 12.9 15.1 -15.9 18.0 21.6
‘Mathematics (32) wueenvnenn. W ERT R 18.9 21.1 224 23.9 | 28.1
Picture number (15) ...... weeeees | 1103 11.3 12.1 1.9 | 11.e | 13.0
Mosaic (89) .veeeuenns Cieneeneee. | 4530 45.2° 47.3 51.0 54.2 55.3 -
Visual (16) eeueeeniernnennn ceen | 7.7 7.7 7.5 8.6 8.8 9.8
Standard deviations: 7 ‘
Reading ....... et eeeaanes 4.2 4.2 3.8 4.2 4.0 2.6
VocabulaTy ..veevecrreencaes ceeee 5.4 5.3 5.1 6.0 5.7 3.7
MathematicsS ..vevesecas cetsesvane 6.3 6.3 5.6 6.1 5.7 2.7°
Picture NUMBET .eveviveveneennnns 3.7 3.7 3.3 3.5 35 2.5?
MOSALE wrvrresvenreeresn eveeiens | 146 14.6 12.6 14.7 16.0 | 14.5:
Visual .eein... e ceeee | 341 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.3

SNumbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items.

S



TABLE 6..1.3

MEAN SCORES ON SUBTESTS THAT ARE IDENTICAL FOR SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

: Méjér Sectors - High Performance Schools
U.S. Total ‘ St : :
Subtesﬁ Public Catholic Private Public Private
Grade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 | 10 12 | 10 12
Means: |

‘Reading cereeens (8. 3.7  4.5|. 3.6 [ 4.5) 4.3 50{ 4.3 53| 49 5.8 6.1 6.7
Vocabulary iv.... (8) .. | 3.8 4.6| 3.7 4.5|° 4.6  5.4| 4.7 5.6| 5.1 6.2] 6.7. 7.2
MathematiCs .....(18) .. | 9.6 10.8| ‘9.4 10.6| 11.0 12.1| 11.3 12.7[12.5 13.8]15.1 16.4

[

.. ®Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of items on subtests.

-nG 1=
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of the ayerage‘pubiic school, yet they contain much more»diversity‘in
performance than ﬁhe high-performance private schools, as comparison .
of the standard deviations shows. |

~ There are séme subject;mattér variations between the sectors.
The Catholic schools are about half a standard deviation above the; .
public schools in vocabulary (uéing the U.S. total standafd déviation)’.
a little less thaﬁ half above in.reading, mathematics, and writing
. (English composition), and about a third above in civics and'scienqeu
The.other private schools are siightly higher than the Catholic'écﬁpol# .
‘in mathematics and science, §1ight1§-lower in civics and'writiﬁg; H

It is also useful to look at. the standard deviations.of.fhe 

test scores in each of the school types. The standard deviations can
Be:thought éf as tesfvscoré Qariations consisting of two parts§, tﬁe,:
variation among students within a school, and the variation among ‘schools
- within the éaﬁe school sector. These standard deviations show that .. |
the most variaﬁle performance is not found for all tests,. as One’might' :
‘expect, in the public schools. Rather, for reading,,vocaﬁulary, and
mathematics, the-cehtral.core,of basic cognitive skills, the most vari-
able performance is-fdund in the éector labelled "other private" in N
thé‘table. This high Yariability_expressesktﬁe extreme heterogeneity
among fhese other private schools. . They include the_préstigioﬁs schoo1s
that are'dften thougﬁt of as EEE private schools in America, schools
,thaf roughly coincide with membership in the National Aséocia;iqn‘of_
Independent Schools. But they also inclﬁde ébwide range of‘church-
‘related schools, as shown in chapter 2, some of which operate on a shoe-
‘- string; and they include as well schools that have sprung up in response

‘to school desegregation policies and other unpopular policies in the
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pﬁﬁlic schools. These sthools-vary, tbo, in the kinds.o{;gtudeﬁts served.
Some children are in private schools beécause their paﬁgﬂfs feel the '
loéal public school offers too little challenge. gpfFchersfare:margi_
nal students, in private schools because they hayéfdone’poofiy in public
sch&oi."soﬁeﬂbtiVate schools cater to low'aChiEVers,'othersitO‘highﬁf

’ Aif&ﬁéthér, the large variations in-test scores in the "otth‘briVafé"
cateégory of schools indicates the'wide range of levels at which these’
‘schools operate and the wide range of functions they sétVeifbr?diffeién;a

*'fypes of students.’

" "Test scores in the Catholic schools. show leséfvariatibn than™:
either those in the public schools or those in the other private schools,
ds one might expect. Students in these schools come from backgrounds
thit are more homogeneous in education and income level than' those’of
'“"¢¥iidents in  either the public’ schéols or the other privéte‘échéblslk~?

In dddition, the schools themselves are more homogeneous, all ‘opératifg
‘undér the same church, and with some common practices.

"/ The schools that show the least variation in test scores among
'”tﬁéir”SEudentS’are_the high—ﬁerformancé priVaté schools. - Becéusé?fhé§
aré within the preStigioﬁs*segmeht of the private schools they, ‘too, '
drav’ students from rather homogeneous baékgrounds;'“In additioﬁ;'ihé§?

“ijere selected for inclusion in this study on the basis of their simi-
larity ‘in ‘performance on a standardized test, the National Merit Schol-

arship Test: Thus, on both these grounds; they can be expected  to -show,

LI 1Table 3.3.1 shows the- lesser variation in income among.parents
of children in Catholic schools than among parents of children in other
schools. ... . - : C o
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as they do, considerably lower variation in test score performance by
their students.

In contrast, the high-performance public schools show ;bout
the same diversity of performance as do the public schools as.a whole,
though the average_leVeL of performance ranges from about two-thiraé
a standard deviation to nearly a full standard deviation above that
in the public schools és a whole.

The senior test scores show a péﬁtern similar to those for the
sophomore tests. Again, the puBlic schools are lower than the Catholic
“and othef privéte schools, with only one exception among the twelve
comparisons between public schools and the two private school sectors
on the six tests. The other private schooié are slightly higher than
the’Catholic schools on five of the six tests. The high*perfqrmance,-
public_schoéls are (except for thebpicture number test) higher than
the bther pfivate schools, and the high-performance private schools .
are in turn considérably aboye the high-performance public schools.

| It is tempting to compare the senior and sophomore test scores
for the three testé with comparable content.(vocabulary, reading, mathe-
matics), to make some inference from the scores of the twé cohorts about
"gains" or "growth” iﬁ_achievement. However, there are difficulties
in doing this. One principal difficulty is the fact that the'tests
are not the same at.fhe’twé grade levels. A second difficulty is that
the students in the two gfades cannot be considered as representative
samples of the same population, largely because of dropouts between
the sophomore and senior years. -

The first.ofvthese difficulties can be overcome by examining

subtests consisting of the items that are identical in the two years.
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Scores these subtests are presented in table 6.1.3. The table shows"
the same.differences between achool'septors seen in tables 5.1.1 and-
5.1.2. The public school étudents"ave:ages are'loweét,'Catholic school
students are somewhat higher, and-the'dther;private schools a:é highest
ambngfthevthrge ma jor séctors.i Students‘in the high-performance -public
_schools are‘somewhatvhigher still, and_the students in high-perforﬁahcé
‘private schools are éonéidérably higher‘than ail.‘
ﬁhen we look at differences between grades IO'and 12, with the

aim of inferring something about growth in’;Chievement over the two
years, the first striking point is that the growth seems gathér'small
'everywhere. Out of eight qﬁestibns on”reading‘compreheﬁsion,'thé aver—
age sophomore'answérs about four‘correétly,"and the'senior answers,

on the average, less than one additional question correctly."sihilariy,
for the eighf vocabulary»iteﬁs, the average sophomore ans&ers about
hélf*correc£1y, while the average Seniorbhas learned less than one more.
In mathematics,'of the eighteen problems, the average soﬁhomore answers
onlj a little more fhah half, and the average senior only a little over
“one additional iteh. |

The differences between sophomores aﬁd seniors, which céuld;

with.some caveats, bé regarded 'as growth, seem very-much thé'same'ambng
the different seétoys, except for the high—perform#ncg private schools,
.in which the growth is less in vocabulary and reading. This result
fo;,the'high;pefformance'private schools is almost certainly due to

a éeiling efféct;- Thé“avefage'number correct among sophomores was only
1.9 less tﬁén the number éf qugstions'in reading and 1.3 less in vocab-
ulary; .Ihis means that many sopﬁbmo:e étudents had all iteﬁs‘correct:

16 percent of the'sophomorés in 'these schools had all items in the
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reading test correct, and 35 peréegtvhad all items in the vocabulary
test corfect. These stjzéﬁks; scoreé could not be improved oﬁ by'their
sénior counterparts. The only gains couid come in thatkfraction of
the étﬁden; body with less-than-perfect scores, and, even then,Athe
opéorfunity for gain was small, since only one or.two items were missed,
Fér other schools these data shéw no strikingly different degree of
growth from the sophomore to the senior year.

It might be argued that the lack of growth from the séphomore
to the seﬁior yearvcan bezexpléined by'thevfaét that these te;ts do
‘noﬁ cover subject matter that is an expiicit part of the curriculum
in ﬁhe later years of high-school. " The mathematics items are all.rather
elementﬁry, involving basic afifhmetic operations, ffactions, and oniy
a few hints of algebra and geémefry. Explicit attention to readiﬁgb
compreﬁension and to vocabulary expansion is not part of standard cufric-
ula in fﬁe tentﬁ through twelfth grades. ‘Thus we would not exbect>the
variafion‘iﬁ intensity and scope of the academic coufses takgnbdufing;
.these years-—as‘examined:in chapter 5--to have a direct impact on tﬁé
Qafiationé in the sophomore to senior test score gains. Two or three
of tﬁe tests given to sophomorés (science, civics, writing compoéiﬁion
skills) shquld‘¥ef1ect such curriculum varigtionsvwhen they are repeated
for the sbpﬁoméres two years hence.1 Yet the academic courseé ﬁhat are
'ﬁakeh_in grades 10, 11, and 12 should provide the kind of practice and

experience that would lead to somewhat greater growth than the one item

1 . . .
These tests were not given to seniors because there was a repli-
cation for seniors of the tests given to 1972 seniors, thus allowing
1972 to 1980 comparisons.
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per test that is found. Among the students in the high—performance
pri;ate schools, who already at grade lQ'are not far trom the ceillhg
”of all items correct in the tests, the lop amount of growth might be
ekpected,.since there is notbmuch room for gain, and among studentsIl
who‘have allhltems correct at grade 10 hohéain can occur at all. But
in publlc and‘prlvate schools generally only a small portlon of sopho-‘
mores get all items correct, and there is great room for learning. |
There, the small rates of growth are‘rather surprising. H

o “There are difficulties in‘inferriug differential growth in differ-
ent‘school'sectors (or, as appears to be the case, lackuof differential
grohthl on the basis ofvthese comparisons. Flrst, there may have beeh
“dlfferentlal growth but d1fferences whlch occurred before grade 10,

. . -:.“:‘
and were respons1ble for the observed dlfferences at grade 10. That
is, the sprlng of grade 10 is not the ehtry p01nt 1nto hlgh school for
these students, and thus dlfferences between grades 10 and 12 capture
only‘part of the growth that occurs dur1ng the students’ hlgh school
careers. _ i
Second, these are two dlfferent cohorts, and differential drop—

out in different sectors may reSult in the seniors being a dlfferently—
selected group than the sophomores in the dlfferent sectors. (We return
lto the questlon of d1fferent1a1 dropout later in this chapter )

l Thlrd qulte apart from different dropout rates,‘the two cohorts
are samples from the populatlonvof sophomores and seniors in each type
of school, and normal sampl1ng varlatlon, partlcularly in the prlvate‘
sectors, where the samples are not large, can lead to differences.

L Fourth,zit'may be that.ayerage»growth rates obscure differehces

in growth‘among different segments of the student'population. For
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example, it could be, because of the great divérsity among the other
private séﬁdéls, that there is high growth among some (e.g., the presti-
gious "independent" schools) and low growth among others. Thgse differ-
ences wogid be masked.by the overall 10-to-12 comparisons made in table
6.1.3.

An attempt is made, in section 6.2, to examine the question
of differeﬁtial growth. At this point, ali that can be said is that
there are differences at grade 10, thch are certaiﬁly due in part to
differential selection of students into different types of schools,

and that similar differences are found at grade 12.

6.1.2 Posf-high-school plans'in each sector’

Several questions were asked of sophomores and seniors about
their>p1ans after high school. One of theser(BBOGS) asked only about
schooling, with the question, "As things stand now, how far in school
do‘you think you will get?" Students in the different sectors were
considerably different in tﬂeir responses to this question. Table 6.1.4

shows the results.

For sophomores, the mode was less than four years of co}lege
for public school étudenpsﬁand college graduate for Catholic and bther
private school:studenté. For both the puinc and private high-perfor-
mance échools, it was an M.A. or Ph.D. Almost 30 percent of public
schoo} sophomores expected not to go beyond high school, while 12.4
percent was the-next.highest percentage, among the students in other
private_schoolg. Altoggther, the distributions of sophomore schooling
expgctations were very similar in the Catholic and other private schools.

Seniors in all sectors exéept Catholic schools show higher

educational expectations than sophomores. The differences are not large
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for public school students, but are rather large for students in other
private schools, and in the high-performance private schocls. In both
thesé sectofs, the seniors show about 10 percent more saying they expect
to get an M.A. or Ph.D.

‘The immediacy and concreteness of college plans are shown by
responses to another question (BBl115), which asks when;;if ever,- the
student plans to attend college (either 2-year or 4-year). Resﬁonses
to this question are shown in table 6.1.5. As in the expectations about
ultimate level of schooling, there are differences the immediacy of
college plans, differences in which the sectors are ordered in the same
way as before.

Public school sophomores show the greatest percentage deferring
college or undecided, nearly 40 percent taken altogether, while the
Catholic and other privaﬁe”schools bbth show percentages in the 20-to-
30 range in these uncertain categories, and, at the other extreme, only
about 5 percent of the sophomorés from high-performance private schools
show this uncertainty.

vIn every sector, the seniors show a higher percentage planning
to go immediately to college, with the differences greatest by.far in
the public séhools. But there is also, in every sector, an increase
in the percentage who are definitely ﬁot going to college. The number
who say they plan to defer college decreases iﬁ all sectors, and the
number who say they don't know decreases even more sharply. Thus post-
high-school plans, whether for college or for soﬁething else, have
crystallized considerably by the senior year among students in all

schopl sectors. The percentage of seniors who still don't know, or



TABLE 6.1,4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF EXPECTED EDUCATIONAL‘ATTAINMENTS FOR SOPHOMORES
AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980 ’

. Major Sectors _ igh-Performance Schools
_ U.S. Total :
, . . . Other . .
Expected Level : Public Catholic Private - Public Private
Grade "Grade . Grade :
10 . 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
Total 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0} 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100,0 {100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0

-High school or less ceseos 26.5 19,8 28.2 21.1 9.8 .8.2 12.4 8.9 8.6 4.6 1,00 1.0

More than high school but : ‘
less than 4-year college. 33.0 34.6 | 33.5 35.6| 27.2 27.3{ 27.3 22.1|19.0 16.1 1.3 0.6

€91~

4-year college ee.vemees. | 22,7 25.4| 21.6 24.4| 33.2 36.2) 32.2 30.7|30.5 30.6 | 32.3 22.8

M.A: OF PhuDe ievennenocs 17.8 20.1| 16.6 18.8| 29.8 28.2| 28.2 38.3 [4l.9 48.7 | 65.4 75.6

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.



TABLE

6.1.5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR TIME OF ENTRY TO COLLEGE FOR SOPHOMORES

AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

U.S. Total

Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

Public Catholic OFher Public Private
Private
Grade . Grade . Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 | 10 12 10 12
Total 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0| 100.0 100.0/100.0 100.0 [100.0 100.0
In the year after high
SCHOOL vvvvsecnnroonnns 48.5 59.3| 41.8 57.41) 71.2 77.0] 64.9 73.2| 74.8 84.6]94.7 95.1
LALET  vvvvonvncnnsanconos 15.8 10.6| 16.2 11.0| 10.8 6.9 13.7 8.0] 16.2 6.5| 3.6 3.0 :
DO'E KNOW wvvnnvevennnne | 212 10.5] 22,1 10.8| 13.0 7.1 14.1  8.4] 5.2 2.7] 1.5 0.6 0
NO senvesnne 14.5 19.6] 15.4 20.8| 5.1 9.0/ 7.4 10.4| 3.8 6.1 0.4 1.4

NOTE:

Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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plan to defer college, remains greatest in the public schools, as it
was for the sophomores, but the crystallization appears to have been
greatest in the public schools. |

"Plans for higher education constitute one type of post-high
school-plan; another is plans for a job. We can ask, for those seniors
who are planning to work in the year after high school, just how concrete
their plans are: Do they have a job before they finish school?'.Tablev
6.1.6 shows résponses to this éuestion (EB0O73) among seniors from the
different tyées of schools.‘

Here it is the public school seniors whose plans Are most fully
implemented. 0f those who plan to work full time after high school,
a higher percentage in the ﬁublié schools already have a.job lined up.
The sectors are ordered in approximatély the reverse of their order
with respect to concreteness of college plans. Just as college plans
~are less concrete and less fully implemented among public school seniors
who expect to attend college than among their counterparté in private
schools, job plans are 1éss‘concrete.and less fully implemented among
those private school seniors who do plan to gd to work after they finish
high school. This suggests that, the private séhoqls-—perhaps,because
most do not have‘vﬁcational programs, perhaps becauée-of less tangible
factors--do less im aiding the job placemgnt of their graduates who

are not going on to college than do the public schools.

6.2 Effects of Private Schools on Outéomes of Schooling

It is evident from the preceding section that students in different
sectors differ in their achieyement on standardized tests and in their
post-high-school plans. What is not clear is whether going to a public

school; a Catholic échool, or another type of private school makes a



TABLE 6.1.6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF JOB PLANS FOR THOSE SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

SCHOOLS WHO PLAN TO WORK FULL TIME NEXT YEAR: SPRING 1980

R - High-Performance
U.S. . Major Sectors Schools
Total . . Other . .
Public Catholic Private Public Private
Total:.
Number R TR R TR P PR PPIEY 1,776,998 1,648,034 84,193 44,580 13, 164 191
Percent ....covvvnnnven veeosoad 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Yes v.uunnn e e eeearaeaaes 53.5 53.9 50. 1 45.1 50.3| 30.0
No, but 100ked vvveveeecoeonennne 22.0 22,0 24,4 17.0 18.6 18.9
No, looking yet ...c.eveeinciannes 24.4 24,0 25.4 37.8 31.1 51.0
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
’ b, )

~99T1-
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difference in either of these outcomes. For not only did seniors in
these different sectors differ in tést performance and in plans for
further education; sophomorés did as well. Thus the differences may
well be due merely to the differential selection of differen£ students
into the different sectors. In this section we will try to answer that
fundamental question: Are the differences entirely due to selection,
or are there also different effects on basic cognitive skills and on
plans for further education? That is, what would be the differences

in outcome if the sﬁudents coming into the different sectors we;e,alike?
This is a central question both for policies that affecg the fortunes.
of public and frivate schools and for parental.decisions about where

to send children to school.

There are two classical methods 6f answering this question with
data from ongoing (i.e., nonexperimentai) schools. Both have some
defects. One method is to use multivariate analysis to apply stafistical
controls in the form of background characteristics. It is'héped that
by_éomparing outcomes for students with the same parents' education,
the same income, the same parental interest in the child's education,
and so on, the students in different schools will be '"equated" in terms
of their backgrounds, and any differences found in outcomes can then
be attributed to something about the school. The other method is to
measure the outcome variable early in the student's school career and
again later. ‘Differéntial change in the outcome variable is then attributed
to something about the schobl. This method in effect uses the students'
own prior respoﬁses as a control for the later ones,.using the prior

responses to control for differential selection into different schools.
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The principal defect of the first of these methods is that it
is seldom possible to control on all releQant background characteristics.
Thus the possibility always remains that the differences attributed
to differences in schools are instead due to some unmeasured aspect
of the'student's background. This defect is particularly telling here,
for one known difference between parents of children in public schools
and parents of children in private schools is that the latter have
chosen their child's'school and are paying sizable amounts of tuition
money to implement this choice. It seems probable that this behavior
is an indicator of additional diffgrences in the parents' behavior
toward the child's education, differences that could well affect the
very outcomes that are of interest. Yet this difference between parents,
by its very nature, is not something on which students in public and
private sﬁhools can be equated.l Thus this approach is a particularly

defective one in comparing public and private schools,

1It is possible that some analysis could be carried out comparing
aggregate outcomes in geographic areas where private schools are widely
available with outcomes in those areas where private schools are largely
unavailable. If there is an effect of private schools, then the overall
achievement in the former areas, after statistically controlling on
family background characteristics, should be different from that in
the latter areas. If s is the average outcome score for public schools,
standardized for family background, and s + ¢ is the average standardized
score for students in private schools (where c, either positive or negative,
is the private school effect), then c can be estimated as follows:
if P, is the proportion of students in private school in area 1, and
P 1s the proportlon in area w, the overall student average in area
1°should be’ (l—pl) s +p, (s +c),or s + p,c. In area 2, the average
should be (l-p, ) s + P, (s+¢), or s + p,c. %he difference between these
averages is (p P,) c. Thus if ther€ are areas in which Py and p
are con51derabiy dl%ferent, it is possible to estimate c, the prlvage
school effect, by this method. The method assumes, of course, that
s, the background-standardized outcome score, is the same in both areas,
an assumption that may not be true. Because of the necessity of this
assumption, and because p. 1is rather small in all areas i (see table
2.1.2), we have not used this method here.




~169-

The second approach, use of the same student;s eaflier response
on the same outcome variable, is frée from some of the defects of the
first approach, but it has some defects éf its own. For example,lit
ﬁay be that the rate of change in an outcome variable such as achieve-
ment is different among students at different levels of performance,
even if they arévsubject to the same school environmeﬁt. If fhis is
the case, ;hen differential changes in schools that had sﬁudents who
were initially differént can mistakenly be inferred to be due to effects
of the school.

But the virtues and defects of this second method of discovering
effects of different types of school are irreélevant to the present inquiry‘

because the data do not include prior measures of these outcome variaﬁles
on the same students. For the sophomofés, such analysis will be possible
two years hence, when they are seniors, but not at present.

The fact that meésures of the outcome variable are available
for sophomores and seniors in the same schools does, however, give some
additional ways of obtaining evidence about possible differential effects
of the different types of schools. In the remaining parts bf thié
chapter, we attempt to use several methods to determine whether there
are differential effects. The greatest attention is paid to cognitive_
achievement as an outcome of.schéoling. This is followed by a shorter
examination.of plans for higher educatibn as a second type of outcome.
Throughout this sectionbwe examine only the three major sectors, leaving

aside the two high-performancé sectors.

1The two high-performance sectors present several problems of
different importance in different parts of this chapter. One is the .
small number of schools and students in these sectors: 12 schools,
311 seniors, and 370 sophomores in the high-performance public schools
and 11 schools, 326 seniors, and 353 sophomores in the high-performance
private schools. A second is the fact that, especially in the private
schools, the average number of items correct among sophomores is close
to the upper limit. -
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6.2.1 Effects on cognitive achievement

It is possiblevto regress the outcome variable, in this case
score on an achievement test, on type of school, while controlling on
family background characteristics~-the first ﬁethod'described abévé |
for finding differential effects. The appafent effect of the school
sector will be an estimate of the effect, but will be contaminated by
whatever differences in selection are not controlled for by the back-
ground variables.? Table 6.2.1 shows, for sophomore scores on the reading
test, the vocabulary test, and thé mathematics test, the estimated
addition to sophomore scores that is due to being in a Catholic or other
private school rather than a public school--for students with the same
measured background characteristics.

In order to minimize the effectslof differences in initial
selection masquerading as effecté of differences in the sectors themselves,
a large number of background differences were used, measuring both
objective and subjéctive differenceé in the home. Some of these sub-
jective differencééﬁﬁéy not be prior to the student's achievement, but
may in part be consequences of it, so that there may bg an overcompensation

for background differences. It was felt desirable to do this so as

1The background characteristics used as controls are described
in the text below. The regression analyses on which these two tables
are based are separate regressions for each school sector at each grade
level. This was done, rather than use of a single regression equation
with dummy variables for sectors, to allow for different effects of
background characteristics in different sectors. The estimated increment
at the sophomore level due to each of the two private sectors is obtained
by first calculating the predicted test score in each sector for a student
with background characteristiés standardized to that of the average
public school sophomore, and then finding the difference between the
private sector and the public sector. Regression equations used in
this table and in table 6.2.2 are given in appendix tables A.4.l and

A'4.2'
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TABLE 6.2.1

ESTIMATED INCREMENTS TO TEST SCORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUND CONTROLLED: SPRING, 19807

—

Reading  Vocabulary Mathematics

Expected level 3.60 3.69 v 9.40
Increments (at sophomore
level) for: ‘
Catholic schools 0.31 0.36 . 0.57
Other private schools . 0.14 0.33 : 0.54

Senior increment in , : : : .
public schools 0.71 0.63 . 0.87

Raw_increments _
(from Table 5.1.3)

Increments (at sophomore
level) for:

Catholic -schools 0.7 0.9 1.6
Other private schools 0.7 1.1 1.9

Senior increment in
public schools 0.9 0.8 1.2

aFamily background refers to seventeen subjective and object-
~ ive background characteristics which are listed, along with the
relevant regression coefficients and sector means, in appendix A,
tables A.5.1, A.5.2 and A.6. '

to compensate for possible unmeasured differences in 'family Background;

" but of course the result may be to artificiallyAdepress'the resulting
levels of backgrbuné—controlied achievement in Catholic aﬁd other private
schools. (A few;additiohal background vériables Qere initially included;
those that showed'ﬁo effects‘beyqnd ghe ones listed below heré eliminﬁted

from the analysis.)
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The background characteristics used in the analysis include
the following, classified as clearly prior-to (that is, unaffected by)
the student's achievement level, and not clearly prior to the student's
achievement level.

Clearly prior
Family income
Mother's education
Father's education
Race
Hispanic-non-Hispanic
Number of siblings
Number of rooms in the home
Both parents present
Mother's working before child was in elementary school
Mother's working when child was in elementary school

Not clearly prior (in rough order of 11kellh00d of being prior)
Encyclopedia in home
More than fifty books in home
Typewriter in home
Owns pocket calculator
Frequency of talking with mother or father about personal
experiences
Mother thinks student should go to college after high school
Father thinks student should go to college after high school

These vari:

:ﬁés were used to account for student achievement

in twelve regression equations: public sophomores, public seniors,
.private sophomores, and private seniors for each of the three areas

of achievement.l Then, in order to control or standardize on student
background, the expected achievement for a student with the average
background characferistics of the public school sophomore students was
calculated for each grade level within each of the three sectérs (public

school seniors, for Catholic and other private sophomores, and for Catholic

1The total variance explained by these background factors in
each of these equations is listed in appendix A, table A.5. 1In the
private school regressions, dummy vdriables were used for other private
and high-performance private schools. The latter, however, are not
included in the results discussed in tais section.
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and other privaté seniors). These expected achievement levels can then
be compared to find.the difference between sectors and between grades,
having standarized for family background. The results of all of thié
are given in table 6.2.1.

The increments for each type of private schools are positive, .
showing that students of the same background characteristics have generally
higher achievement in both of these types of private schools than in
the public schools. Howéver, the differences are reduced compared to
the raw differences from table 6.1.3 (shown in the lower half of table
6.2.1), because of the statistical control of family background. They
are slightly higher for Catholic schools than for other private schools.
Thus, in general, with these background characteristics controlled,
Catholic school sophomores perform at the highest level, sophomores
in other private schools-next, and sophomores in the public schools
lowest.

The fourth line of the table shows that, controlling for family
background, the estimated sophomore-to-senior growth rates are below
those shown in table 6.1.3,_1es$ than»one itemvfor reading, vocabulary,
and mathématicé. The fact that the estimates are all slightly lower
than what would Be estimated from table 6.1.3 (shown in the lower half
of the table) indiéétes that family backgrounds of sgnioré are slightly
higher than those of‘sophomores, a difference that is attributable to
greater dropout ratés between grades 10 ands 12 for studenté from lower
backgrounds. Thus the estimated growth from sophomore to senior, which

appears low in table 6.1.3, is even less than what appears there.
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A second way to attempt to examine differential growth in public
and private schools is suggested by table 6.1.3, comparingISOphoﬁorés
and.seniofs in each sector on identical subtests. fhat table compafes‘
raw scores, uncontrolled for family background differences; it is possible
to do something like this, but controlling on family background differences.
.In effect, this is an'extgnsion of table 6.2.1, with ipcrements calculate&
at the senior level for éach of the private sectors, and‘thén compéring
the senior-level increments to the sophomore-level increments shown
in table 6.2.1. Seniof~1eve1 incfements that are larger than sophomore-
level increments indicate greater sophomore-to-senior growth in the
privéte sector, smaller increments indicate éreater growth in the public
sector.

The excess of sophomore-to-senior increments in both private
sectors beyond the increﬁent (shoﬁn in table 6.2;1) in the public sector
is shown_in table 6.2.2. The table shows, ovetall, little or no evidénce
;f extra growth in the Catholic schools beyond that in the public schools,
but consistent extra growth in the other private schools. The amount
of extra growth in the other private schools averages about a quarter
of the sophomore-senior growth in the public schools (0.27 + 0.18 +
0.15 from table 6.2.2 divided by 0.71 + 0.63 4 0.87 from table 6.2.1).

Thus_for a student body standardized to the public—schqol—sophomoye
average in family background, the expected achievement of'éophomores
is highest in Catholic schools,’next in other private schools. As for
sophomore—to—senior growth, there is evidence of about 25 perceht more
growth in the other private schools than in either the Catholic or public

schools.
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TABLE 6.2.2

ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-TO-SENIOR ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH IN CATHOLIC
AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS BEYOND THAT ;N PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR
STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUND : ' SPRING 1980

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Catholic eeueveveieeesss -0.08 |  0.18 -0.01
Other Private .....oceoss - 0.27 0.18 0.15

8Estimates are obtained from separate regressions for sopho- -
mores and seniors in each sector, obtaining predicted achievement in
each sector and grade standardized to mean public school sophomore
background characteristics for 17 objective and subjective character-
istics. '"Extra growth" is obtained by comparing these standardized
achievements between grades and then across sectors. Regression
coefficients are given in tables A.5.1 and A.5.2 in appendix A.

HoWever, both of these results must be regarded with caution.
The backgrouﬁd controls may either overcompensate for or not wholly
eliminate the selectivity bias leading to higher scores among private
sector sophomores and if selectivity affecfs growth rates as well as -,
levels, they may either overcompensate for or not wholly eliminate -
selectivity bias in higher private school growth rateé. &?.'

Working in the opposite direction for the sophomore-senior ﬂﬁwﬁ
comparison is a.different_selectivity bias, due to dropouts. As will
be evident latgr»in this section, the dropout rate is cbnsiderably
greater in the public schools than in either private sector. Since
dropouts score lower in sténdardized tests than those who continue to
graduatioﬁ, thié means tﬁat a part of the apparent sophomore-to-senior
growth-—énd a larger part in the public sector--is spurious, due to
the absence of low achievers who have dropped out before reaching the

senior year.
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Later, we attempt to find a practical way around both of these.
difficulties. - At present, however, it is possible to examine ariother
question related to differential achievement in different sectors, but

examining performance of students from different backgrounds. . s

6.2.1.1 Different effects for students from different backgrounds:

We can examine the difference in expected achievement levels

of sophomores in each sector that are conajderébly above the national
average in parental education and those that are considerably below
the national average in parental educétion, keeping tﬁe'same mix of
certain three background factors as found in the national average; we
can do a similar examination for seniors. The results of such a comparison
will show how well each of these school sectors functions for students
from different family backgrounds.

In.calculating the difference in expected levels of achievement
of students in each sector for parents with extreme educational levels,
we will éssume'first students whose parents are both high school graduates
only, and then students whose parents are both college graduates. Similarly,
for the public and Catholic sectors we can examine the difference in |
expected achievement levels of blacks and whites at both grade levels,
controlling on parental income, education, and (Hispanic) ethnicity.
And we can examine; in these two sectors, the difference in expected o
achievement levels of non-Hispanics and Hispanics,‘with the same back~
ground.controls.1 Thus, we are asking what is the difference in achieve-

ment that occurs for students with contrasting background characteristics

1These comparisons are carried out using the same type of analysis
as in tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, but with fewer background variables, as
described in the text. Regression coefficients are given in appendix
A. For the black-white and Hispanic-non~Hispanic comparisons, the regression
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within each of the schoollsectérs. In carrying out this analysis, we
chose to examine separately Catholic and other private schools, because
of evidence that students from differing family backgrounds faré dif-
ferently in these two sectors. . Consequently, it was necessary to reduce
the number of backgrouna charaéteristics that were controlled, in order.
to obtain stable estimates. We believe that this does not affect the .-
inferences drawn in this section. The background characteristics used
(beside mother's education and father's education) are family income,
race, and Hispanic/noﬁ-Hispanic ethnicity.

Table 6.2.3 shows the results of calculating thése expected
achievement differences. The first and most.striking result is the
greater homogeneity of achievement of students with different parental
education levels in Catholic schools than in public schools. Second
is the greatér difference in achievement among students with different
parental e&ucation levels in the other private schools than in the

public schools. That is, the performance of children from parents with.

differing educational levels is more similar in Catholic schools than
in public schools (as well as being, in general, higher), while the
performance of children of parents with differing educational backgrounds

is less similar in other private schools than in public schools (as

well as being, in general, higher).
Thus we have the paradoxical result that the Catholic schools
come closer to the American ideal of the "common school," educating

all alike, than do the'public schools. Fufthermore, as the lower panels

coefficients themselves are used, since black and Hispanic were dummy
variables in the equation. For parental education, the difference is
calculated as the sum of regression coefficients for parental education,
multiplied by 5 (=7-2). The black-white and Hispanic-non-Hispanic
differences are not shown for other private schools, because the numbers
of blacks and Hispanics in the sample of these schools is small enough
to makes estimates unstable.
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TABLE 6.2.3

ESTIMATED DIFFERENCE AT GRADES '10 AND 12 BETWEEN ACHIEVEMENT OF
STUDENTS WITH PARENTS OF DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL LEVELS,
DIFFERENT RACE, AND DIFFERENT ETHNICITY

v Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Comparison Category Grade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12
College vs.
High School Parents ‘
PUblic weveverennnnen R T | 1.0 1.2 1.2 2.3 2.4
Catholic ......vvsessess | 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.1 1.4
Other private ....ececes 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.5 2.7 3.3
White vs. Black ‘
PUBLEC sueerennrennnens L] 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 2.7 2.9
Catholic .veeevvnnn ceeso | 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.8
Anglo vs. Hispanic
PUBLLIC  weevnnnerennnans. 0.8 1.2 0.7 0.9 1.8 2.2
Catholic .eveveseeeneses | 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.2

of table 6.2.3 show, a similar result holds for race and ethnicity.
The achievement of blacks is closer to that of whites, and the achievement
of Hispanics is closer to that of non-Hispanics in Catholic schools
than in public schools.
There remain two possible interpretations of this result, which
we will not pursue here, but which itris important to examine in furthef

analysis. One is that within the same school there is greater diversity

in performance between children of different family backgrounds in public
and other private schools than in Catholic schools. The other is that
the greater diversity performance arises through a greater diversity

of schools: 1in some schools, composed primarily of students from higher
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socioeconomic backgrounds, performance is high, higher than would be
predicted on the basis of comparable students' performance in more heter-

d

ogeneous schoolé{'ih other schools, ;omposed primarily of students froﬁ
lower sécioeconomic backgrounds, performance is lower than would be
predictéd on the basis of comparable students' performance in heter-
ogeneous schools.

There may be some difference between public and other private
schools in this, for public high schools are large on the average (758),
while other private schools are quite émall (215). That is, it may
be that in the other private schools a considerably greater fraction
of the diversity in achievement is between schools than is true in the
public schools. It is possible with the data from the present study
to examine these alternative hypotheses; however, that work must remain
for further analyses of this data.

There is another important aspect of table 6.2.3. This is the
comparison of achievement differences among students from different
backgrounds at the sophomore and senior levels in different sectors.

In general, these differences are smaller at the senior level in the
Catholic schools, while they are greater at the seqior level in the
public and other private schools. Among niﬁe comparisons at the senior
level, six are smaller, two are equal, and one is greater in the Catholic
schools; one is smaller, one is equél, and seven are greater in the
public schools; and one is equal and two are greater in the other private
schools.

Thus, not only is the achievement more alike among students from

different backgrounds in the Catholic schools than in the other sectors,
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it becomes increasingly alike from the sophomore to the-senior year. In
the public and other private schools, the achievement of students from

different backgrounds diverges..

6.2.1.2 Taking dropouts into account

To this point we have not explicitly qonsidered the effect of
dropouts on the inferences about growth from sophomore to senior year
in each of the éectors.‘ The problem, of course, is that dropouts, or
any other form of loss or gain from the sophomore to senior year, means that
the sophomores and seniors in the sample represent somewhat different
populations. If there is sophomore—to—seniof dropout, and dropouts are
lower-achieving, theﬁ the seniors represent a higher—achieving segment
of the total cohort of all youth at their age level than the sophomqres
do of their cohort at their age level. This leads to an overestimate
of growth rates (e.g., from table 6.1.3, or table 6.2.1) and an underestimate
of the increase in divergence of scores of students from different
backgrounds (table 6.2.3). And the greater the dropout rate, the greater
these over- and underestimates. |

This makes it especially important to estimate the dropout rates
in the three sectors. Our estimate is .obtained as follows. In each
school, we know the total size of the senior roster and the total size of
‘ tﬁe sophomore roster. The difference between them is due to several
factors, including the sizes of the total cohort in these two years,
as well as the dropout rate between sophomore and senior years. All
factors except the last are felatively minor, we may regard this difference
as an estimate of the number of dropouts who are no longer present in

the senior class.
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Table 6.2.4 shows the total number of sophomores and seniors
in the‘sampled echoois in each sector, as well as the fraction»this
represents of the sophomore class and the fraction it represents of
the senior class. The table shows thet, according to this estimate,
about 24 percent of the sophomore class in public schools is ‘gone by
the senior year, or a 24 perceﬁt dropout rate. The.comparable rates
iﬁ Catholic and other private schools are 12 percent and 13 percent
respectively.

The.24 percent dropout rate in.public schools represents 31
percent of the senior class. This means that only about 69 percent
of the students who should be compared with eophomores to get a measure
of achievement growfh have been included in the public school data--and
that the missing 31 percent came primarily from the lower part of the
distributiqn.' Similar statements, though for smaller fractions of the
class (13 to 15 pereeht), could be made about Catholic and other private
schools.

Some part of the bias this introduces into measures of growth
has been taken care ef by controlling on family Background, as was done
for tables 6.2.1, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3. But because dropping‘out of school
is an act of negative selection, the students who drop out are veryiliigi;
lower achieving than those from similar backgropnds who remain in school.

If we knew how the test scores of the dropouts would have been
distributed, it would be‘possible to calculate the "true" growth rate
in each sector. That, of course, is not possible. But whatever that
dist?ibution is (and assuming it is fhe same in each sector relative

to the sector distribution), the downward adjustment to obtain the true
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TABLE 6.2.4

TOTAL ROSTERS OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN SAMPLED SCHOOLS FOR
"ESTIMATING DROPOUTS BETWEEN SOPHOMORE AND SENIOR YEARS:
SPRING 1980

" Other
Item Public Catholic Private

Number of sophomores in

sampled schools ........ 369,942 16,030 2,009
Number of seniors in

sampled schools ........ 282,084 14,181 1,746

Difference ......... 87,858 1,849 263

Proportion of sophomore .

class c.eccsseeenns croee .24 . .12 .13
Proportion of senior

class ..ce0sen. eenasaane .31 .13 ' .15

gfowth raté is much greater in the public sector than in either of the
private sectors. It appears, then, that if this downward adjustment
were made, not only would the growth rafe in the other private sector
exceed that in the pﬁblic sector (as shown in table 6.2.2), but also
the growth rate in the Catholic sector would exceed that in the public
sector.

The size of-the dropout rate in the public sector, as well as
the much smaller dropout rates in both private sectors, suggests that
if appropriate adjustments could be made the growth rates in both private
sectors would exceed that in the public sector.

An approximation of that adjus;ment can be made by reinserting
the dropout into the senior test score distribution, making some assumption
about the distribution of scores among dropouts. We have done that,.

by assuming that the dropouts came from the lower 50 percent of the
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test score distribution on each test and were distributed in that lower
half in the same way that rémaining seniors in the lower half ﬁf the
distribution are distributed. What this means in effect is that within
the lowér half of the senior test score distribution, and within‘the
upper half, the distributions do not change; but the lower half, aug-
mented by the dropouts, becomes a 1arger share of the total.

This assumption probably errs on the side of being favorable
to those schpols‘with high proportions of dropouts (in this case, the
public schools), because dropouts are probably concentrated more toward
the bottom of the distribution than is assumed. Thus.the-assumption
is probébly conservative with respect to the.infereqce at hand: that
is, the greater achievement growth of students in the private sector.
| This assumption leads to‘modified senior test scores, giving the
sénior scbrés and estimated senior-sophomore gains shown in panel (a)
of table 6.2.5, the upper half. The estimated gain is reduced most
in the public schools, because dropout is over twice as high as in either
private Sector. In all three tests, the estimated gain in otﬁer private
schools is greater than that in public schools, and in two of the three
tests it is higher in Cétholiqvthan public schoois-—despite the fact
that both private sectors begiﬁ wiéh more items correct among
sophomores, and are- thus closer.to.the ceiling.

A learping rate that is not affected byithe existence of a
éeiling caﬁ be qéléﬁlated in each séctor with these models. If p ié
the p;obabiiity of nbtuknpwing an item at a given time, and q is the
learning rate gxpressed as tﬁe probaﬁility per unit time ofrlearning
what :emains to be learned, tﬁenithe‘equation>for learning is

dp/dt = -gp. Solving‘for'q,'thé'leérning rate, in terms of P, (the
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TABLE 6.2.5

ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-SENIOR GAINS IN TEST SCORES AND LEARNING
RATES, WITH CORRECTIONS FOR DROPOUTS MISSING FROM
. SENIOR DISTRIBUTION

Public Catholic Other Priv;teq
Teen 10 12 Bt | g0 12 Est-f g 12 Est.
_ Gain Gain Gain
a) Estimated gainsa ,
Reading 3.57 4.05 0.47 | 4.33 4.81 0.47]| 4.30 5.11 0.81
Vocabulary 3.68 - 4.09 0.41 | 4.58 5.19 0.61}4.73 5.35 0.62
Mathematics  |9.39 9.77 © 0.38 |11.04 11.73 0.68{11.28 12.26 0.98
b) Estimated ‘
learning rateb '
Readlng .06 .07 : .12
Vocabulary ~-.05 .10 .10
Mathematics .02 | .05 .08

®Numbers -are rounded to two decimals indépendently so that some rounded

"estimated gains" differ from the difference between rounded sophomore and
senior scores.

Learning rate refers to estimated proportion of items 1earned in a

given year from those items not. known

probability of not knowing an item as a sophomore) and P; (the probability

of not knowing it as a sénior), gives q = -t_llog (1 - (p - pl)/p ).

Estimates of P, and p1 are given by subtractlng the numbers of items

. correct as sophomores and seniors (see table 6.2.5) from the total number

of items, and dividing by the total number of items. The time difference

~is 2 years, so t = 2. . Using the equation for q, learning rates can

be calculated from panel (a) of table 6.2.5. These rates are given

in panel (b) of table 6.2.5, the‘lower.ha_}.f°
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The éstimated_learning rates show great differonoes betweeﬁ.
students in other private schools and those in public schools. Dif-
ferences exist, but are smallér, between students in Catholic and public
schools.‘ The calculations suggest that the growth rate in achievement
does differ among sectors, being highest in the other private sector,
next in the Catholic sector, and lowest in the public sector. It is
true that various assumptions are necessary, as discussed earlier, to
estimate such rates. But if the assumptions are favorable to any sector
it is probably the public sector. The evidence is thus -rather strong
that average acﬁievement growth is considerably greater in the private

sectors than it is in the public sector.

lA problem not discussed in the text is the fact that some students
in all sectors did not take the tests, and the proportion differs from
sector to sector. For the mathematics test, it is 9.2 percent for sopho-~
mores and 13.0 percent for seniors in the public sector, 4.2 percent
for sophomores and 8.8 percent for seniors in the Catholic sector, and
18.2 percent for sophomores and 19.0 percent for seniors in the other
private sector. To take into account these differences, test scores
were imputed for those with missing test scores, usifig a variety of
predictor variables. For example, for the mathematics test for seniors,
the following variables were included: grades in schoolj, npumber of
semesters of mathematics courses in grades 10 to 12; haviﬁ% taken algebra
2, calculus, remedial mathematics, advanced mathematics; reading the
front page of the newspaper; interest in school; satisfaction with self;
absences; tardiness; sex; father's education; mother's education; family
income; race; and ethnicity. Separate regression equations were estimated
for seniors and sophogores, and for public and private (the two private
sectors together). R” were .37 and .50 for sophomores and seniors in
public schools and .39 and .47 for sophomores and semiors in private
schools. Recalculating the mean achievement in mathematics after values
were imputed changes the means very little (sophomores: 9.2, 11.1, 11.2
in public, Catholic, and other private, and seniors: 10.4, 12.2, 12.7
in public, Catholic, and other private). Comparing these scores with
those in table 6.1.3 shows little difference, with 0.2 in decrease in
both sophomores and seniors in public schools, 0.1 increase in both
sophomores and seniors in Catholic schools, and 0.1 decrease in sopho-—
mores in other private schools, and no change in seniors. Consequently,
imputed values were not included in making the calculations in the text.
However, to fully test any effect of the missing values, learning-rate
calculations were made for mathematics with imputed scores included.
These were .02, .07, and .09 for public, Catholic, and other private
schools respectively. These show slightly higher values for Catholic
and other private schools, but do not change the qualitative inferences
made in the text.
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6.2.2 Effects of school sector on educational plans
In section 6.1, it was evident that plans for further education
are considerably different in the different sectors. What is not clear
is just how much of this difference is a matter of selection an& just
how much is actually brought about by the type of high school attended.
We will not be able to answer that question conclusively here, but it
‘will be possible to understand more about the development of educational
plans in each of the secﬁgrs. o
First, controlling on family background charactgfigélcs of
education, income, race, and ethnicity, as used in table 6.2.3, it is
possible to see the differences among the educational plans of students
whose parents are similar in these respects. Table 6.2.6, comparable
to the combined tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 for cognitive achievement, shows
these differences. The table is based, as in the case of cognitive
achievement, on regressions of level of schooling expected (BB065) on
family background (education, income, race, ethnicity) at each grade
level and in each sector.
The categories of response in this item are given below, together
with the score attached to eacﬁ. Thus, in examining table 6.2.6, the

numbers should be interpreted in terms of the categories of response.

Score
Less than high school graduation . 1
High school graduation only 2
Vocational, trade, business school
(less than 2 years) , 3
Vocational, tradé, business school
(2 years or more) 4
College (less than 2 years) 5
College (2 years or more) 6
. Finished college (4- or'S—year degree) 7
M.A. or equivalent 8
Ph.D. or equivalent §
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TABLE 6.2.6

ESTIMATED INCREMENTS IN EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDENTS
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUND
’ CONTROLLED: SPRING 1980

st Ry
Expected level for public school sophomores with
parents of average education, income,; race, ethnicity ....... 5.13

Increment (for sophomores) in:

CathO].iC SChOOlS ® 00000000 BOBORSIECEEDNOOOIVIDOD00CB0EDOE DD .97
Other private SChOO].S 00 8P 0EDOEOOOCOSOONEIO0OEPSHOVEESDNOOAREOE 049

Senior increment in public 8cho0ls .....coccevonracsorconsncs .23
Additional increment for seniors in:
Catholic Schools © O 5030 9003808900 LS SOOOT S OSOODGPO OO EE00ase -017

Other private SChOOlS 2P0 P OGN OSR 0SSOI BINDNDOAOCEBOEBIDIOIOOIBIDOS -.01

The table shbws that, for sophomores in public school# with
parents of average background, the average level of education expectea
“is 5.13, that is, between the categories ''less than 2 years of collegeﬁ
and "college (2 years but less than 4)." The seniors in public‘schools
are only .23, or a quarter of a level, higher in expectations. Sopho-

mores with comparable backgrounds in Catholic schools are almost oné
level (.97) higher, while those in other private schools are about half
a level (.49) higher.> The seniors in Catholic schools show .17 less
gain than the seniors in ﬁublic schools, or almost no gain relative

to sophomores, whiie the éeniors in other private schools show almost
the same gain as the seniors in public schools. fhe lesser sophomore-
senior gain in Catholic ééhools may, of course, be due to the higher

levels for Catholic sophomores, which can produce a ceiling effect.
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It is also difficult te estimate the diffefentia1m§ophomore—
senior change in educational expectétions in the differéAt sectors,
because of differential dropout in the different types of schools (as
shown in table 6.2.4), although this is partially cofrected by Egﬁ}rolling
on family background characteristics. It is possible, for example, |
~ that the estimated gain of .23 of an educational level in public schools
is due solely to the fact that those with the lowest educational expecta-
tions, who are present in the sophomore class, are no‘longer present
in the senior class.

This possible dropout effect ¢an be examined fhroﬁgh use of
another question (BB068, EB068, YB072), which depends on retrospective
accounts to learn whether the sophomores and seniors planned to attend
college in earlier years of school. The seniors were asked whether
they expected to attend college when they were in grades 8, 9,‘10, and
11, The sbpﬁéﬁ;£e$ Qére ésked the same question about their college
expectations in grades 6, 7, 8, and 9. Although such retrospective
accounts cannot be wholly reliable, they are the only source of such
information for these students. And they do show changes over time,
indicating that students did discriminate between years, and did not
simply respond alike for all years. For the sample as a whole taﬁle
6.2.7 shows in panei (a) that 49 percent of seniors indicated that they -
expected to go to college when they were in grade 8. This rose to 53
percent in g?ade 9, 58 percenf in grade 10, and 63 percent iﬁ grade
11. For the sophomores shown in panel (c), the figures are 42 percent
at grade 6, 46 bercent aﬁ grade 7; 54 percent at grade 8, and 61 percent

at grade 9. Comparing the two cohorts for grades 8 and 9 shows that

)
8

sophomores are 5 and 8 percent higher for these two grades, a difference
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TABLE 6.2.7

ACTUAL PERCENT AND STANDARDIZED PERCENT FOR STUDENTS WITH
AVERAGE U.S. PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME, ETHNICITY AND

RACE: SPRING 1980

At Earlier Grade Tgéii Public  Catholic szszze
Seniors
a) Actual percent
At 8th grade 49 46 67 65
At 9th grade 53 50 72 68
At 10th grade 58 56 76 .74
At 11th grade 64 - 62 81 77
b) Standardized percent
At 8th grade 49 48 62 53 -y
At 9th grade 53 52 66 56
At 10th grade 58 57 70 63
At 1lth grade 64 62 75 67
Sophomores
¢) Actual percent
At 6th grade 42 40 55 57
At 7th grade 46 43 61 60
At 8th grade 54 51 73 70
At 9th grade 61 59 79 74
d) Standardized peréent
At 6th grade 42 41 46 45
At 7th grade 46 44 53 47
At 8th grade 54 52 65 56
61 59 71 61

At 9th grade
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that is probably due to the difference between a one- or two-year retro-
spection and a three- or four-year retrospection.l But we will ignore
these differeﬁces here. The question, then, is whether thére was a
differential increase from grade 6 to grade 11 in different sectors.

Panel (a) in table 6.2.7 shows the actual percent of seniors
who reported expecting to go to college at each grade level in each
sector, and panel (b) shows the expected percent for students with family
education, income, race, and ethnicity at the national average.

Panels (c) and (d) show comparable information for sophomores.

Looking at panels (a) and (c), the actual responses, the data
show that college expectations are higher in the private school sectors
than in the public sectors. Cathoiic schools show higher expectations
than other private schools in seven of eight comparisons. The differences
between sectors in educational plans correspond to differences in family
béckground in the different sectors, except that parental income and
educafion are lower in Catholic schools than in other private schools,
while college expéctations in Catholic schools are slightly higher

in both cohorts.

1 . . .

The true difference, if the sophomores and seniors were sampled
from the same population (i.e., if the senior sample did not exclude
dropouts), would be greater than the 5 and 8 percent differences observed.

2these numbers in the (b} and (d) panels are calculated for
regression equations which used as the dependent variable expectations
to attend college (=1) or no expectation or uncertainty (=0). It.would
have been preferable to use a logit analysis, but that would--in this
case——have involved an iterative algorithm that would have been prohibitively
expensive to use with the full dataset. In any case, experience shows
that the use of a 0~1 dependent variable gives coefficients that lead
to calculated values of the proportion positive that are almost identical
to those obtained by use of an iterative algorithm for estimation of the
logit, so long as the proportions are not too close to 0 or 1. Therefore
we can be confident that calculated percentages in the (b) and (d) fourth
panels of table 6.2.6 are close to those that would have been obtained
if an iterative logit algorithm had been used.
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‘When backgrounds: are standardized to the U.S. average, in»paneis
_(b) and (d) of the table, the differences are in the same direction.
The differences between public and private are reduced, thopgh'all private
schools remain above the public schools. The differences between Catholic
‘and other private schools increase.

-ApartAfrom changes over the years, the diffe:ing levels of educéf
tional»aspirations,,ﬁﬁen family background is c§ntf011ed; éhoﬁ fesulté
similar tovthoée in table 6.2.6. In:bbth cases,rstudenﬁs in C;cholic
schools éhow the highést educaﬁional’aspirations wheﬁ'fémily background
is coﬁtrolled; students in other private schools the dext'highest, and:
-public school stﬁdents the'loﬁest.v Expectations are qdite high in all
sectors, hoWevér, and the ﬁifferences between théréectérs arevpotbgfeét.:_

However, the principél Questioﬁ at hand to which tablé 6.2.7
is relevant concerns the development or changes in expectations‘oVer>years
of school.l What do thesé'fetrospective accounts show about'suchAchanges
in different types of school? First, the expectations grow, andbg¥qw
substantially;_ The difference in the sample as a whole is 15 perbentége
points between grades 8 and 11 for the seniors, and 19 péiﬁts between
grades 6 and 9 for the sdphomores. -But that growth diffef;_in'differént,
types ofvschool. It is difficult to make comparisons, because différiﬁg
amounts of growth are possible at different levels.

The most commonly accepted way of making comparisons in a case
like this is by comparing not percentages, but the logarithm of the.
ratio of the percentage and its complement, p/(1-p), céiled a logit. -
Accordipg to a reasbﬁable model of the‘way effects take place tobpush
proportions up or down; a-measure of>éffects can be made by a‘comparison'

of logits for the backgroﬁnd—standardized public school percentages
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and the background~standardized percentages for the two private school
sectors, taken from panéls (b) and (d). The excess of the private school
logit over the public school logit is a measure of the effect of béing

in the private school on: the likelihobdvof planning to attend college.
This "effect" 6f course includes both any actual effect of the type

of school in bringing about college plans and any select%on effect that
is ndt‘capturéd by statistically controlling on family background:

Thus the faét"of a positive vaiué for the-difereﬁCe'betweenb.
privaﬁe and public scﬁool logits is not evidence_fof an effect of being-
in that tybe df‘school on the developﬁént of college plans. What is
: evidencé of such an effectvis an.increase ovef the years in school of
the difference in iogits°

Table 6.2.8 shows the diffefence in logits between each private
‘school sector and the public schools, based on paﬁels (b) and (d) of
table 6.2.8. The results are very mixed. The data in panel (a) for
the seniors shows no increase for the Catholic schools and a small |
increase for the other private schools. Thus the senior data suggeét
that being in a Catholic school has no greater effect on increasing
college plans than does being in a pﬁblic school, and that being in
an other private'séhool has a slightly greater effect.

But panel (b) for the sophomores presents evidence that con-
flicts with this. For the Catholic échools, the measure of effect does
increase, suggesting that theré is a greater effect of béing in a Catholic
school on growth in college plans than of being in a public school.

The measure of‘effect does not increase for other private schoois,_

suggesting no greater effect of being in such a school on college plams.
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TABLE 6.2.8

DIFFERENCES IN LOGITS FOR COLLEGE EXPECTATIONS, STANDARDIZED
FOR STUDENTS WITH AVERAGE U.S. PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME,
ETHNICITY, AND RACE, BETWEEN EACH TYPE OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS

AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980%

At Earlier Grade Catholic Other Private

~a) Seniors:

‘At 8th gradé o ' .57 .20
At 9th grade .58 | | .16
At:lOth grade - .Y .25
At 11th'g£adé - el .22

;b)_SdEhomores:

At 6th grade : - .20 .16
At 7th grade o .36 .12
At 8th grade | .54 .16

At 9th grade .53 .08

c) Sophomores and Seniors:

At 6th grade (sophbmores) | .20 | .16
At 7th g;ade (sophomores) ‘ ;.36-_ .12
At 8th grade (both) _ 56 ‘ .18
At 9th grade (both) .56 .12
At 10th grade (seniors) o «57 .25
At ilth grade (seniors) -, .61 ’ .22

aLogit of perceﬁtagé expecting to attend coilege, minus
comparable logit for public schools.
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A somewhat more reliable indicator of growth in college plans'
over fime by these students caﬁ be obtained by combining the senior
and sophomore retrospectiye data to obtain a single series beginning
aﬁ grade 8 and céntinuing through grade 11. To create such a series,_
the difference in senior logité shown in panei (a) for grades B and
9 is avéraged wifh the difference in‘sophomore logits shown in panei
(b) for grades 8 and 9. The result is shown in panel (c); For the
Catholic schools and the other privaté schools, there is a general
increase in thg gapvbetween each gector and the public sector. 'There'
 is greater consistency fpr tﬁe Catholic sector, ﬁhere the ébsolute'
levels also suggest a stronger effect; but in the othér private schoolst
as well there is an indication of greater growth in educational aspira-
tions for background-standardized students thah in the ﬁublic schoBls.

The end result of.the_ahalySis is that there;isAreasonably
strong evidence of the greater development of.coilege plans in the
Catholic sector than in the public sector, andISOmewhat less strong
evidence of greater development of college plans in the other private
sector than in fhe public sector. The differént sectors are coﬁsisténtly
different in the propdriions of students expecting to attend college,A
even gfter standardizing on'pafental education, familyhincome, race,
and ethnicity, and there is evidence from retrospective accounts by
sophomores and seniqrs that these differences are not wholly due to
initial selection.

Now we turn to the examination of different educational expecta—
tions for students with high or low parental education. As ip the case
of cognitive achievement, the differential educational eipeCtations

of students with especially high or low parental education in differeamt

—~
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sectors can be.estimated, through use of the regression analysis used
for table 6.2.6. As before, we examine the educational expectations
of students whose parents both have only a high scbool education and
studeﬁts whose parents both have college degrees, in each type of school.
The results of this analysis are shown in table 6.2.9. The numbers
refer to the scale of educational levels fépo;;ed.in table 6.2.6;

. The table showé ﬁhaf the educational eipectations of stﬁdents
~with parents of.low e4ucaticﬁ‘are lowést'ifAthé students are in puBlic
~ schools, and highest if they afé'in'Catholic schdolé. The‘differencé
'between Catholic. and pub11c schools is 1.4 educatlonal levels, thatb

‘-between other prlvate and pub11c schools is .7 ‘of an educat10na1 level.

TABLE 6. 2’9

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDENTS WITH EXTREMES OF PARENTAL
EDUCATION, OTHERWISE STANDARDIZED TO U.S. FAMILY BACKGROUND
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Public .Catholic POFher Difference
Parents' | rivate (at grade 10)
Education ‘ . . Other
10 12| 10 12| 10 12 |Catholic -  iate -
: Public | .
» Public
. High school ' ’ o
graduates 4.0 4.2 15.3 5.514.7 4.8 1.3 .7
- College ' ; _ o
~ graduates 6.3 6.5/6.8 6.8}6.5 6.8 «5 : 2
Difference
(at o
grade 10) 2.3 1.5 1.8

Fam11y background 1nc1udes parental education, 1ncome, race,
and ethnlclty :
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For childreﬁ of pareﬁts with college degrees, the expectéd educétion
is higher in all sectors. But the difference between sectors is much
less, only half an educational 1evelbbetween Catholic and public schools;
~and only-.Z of an educationél level between other private aﬁd public.
schools.

The bottom row of the table shows the difference in educational
expectations between children of high- andllow—education parents‘iﬁ éa?h
type ‘of school. ﬁere, the differeﬁces afe greateét in the pubiic’schopls
and-léést in thevCatholic schools, with the other‘privaté schools iﬁ
betweén.' As in the Easé of cognitive achiévemenﬁ;'tﬁe Catholic schools
come ciosest to meeting the ideal of the "common schoél.“ The éuﬁlic
schools are furthest from this idea iﬁ educational expectations. Childfen-‘
from differing educatiqnallbackgrounds in‘CathbliC-écﬁoolé are most
alike ip their educétional_expectatidns, ﬁhilé children from differing
educational backgrdunds in public schools arelléast alik¢ in educational
- expectations. - In other words, in the publiﬁ schools; the eﬂucational plans
of children with college—educateﬁ parenfs diverge more sharply from
those.of children with high-school~educated parents than is true in any
other type of school. And the divergence is 1east'in Catholic échoolé.

The gains in educational expecfations from thevsophomores.to the senior
- year are small in all sectors and for both levels of parental eduéation. They
are least iﬁ fhe Catholic schools. But, as indicated in pfevioﬁs aﬁalysis,l
the retrospective questions examined earlier probably give Eetter information
about the devélopment of education plans than does the sophomore-to-

senior comparison.
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6.3 Factors Affecting Cognitive Achievement in the Schools

The indication that there are different achievement groﬁth retes-

'iﬁ diffefent-Sectors, as well as the evidence of sector effects on homo— 
geneity of achievement, euggests that it'maf be useful to trf to get
a better understending of the differences amohg the eectors. One strategyz
for doing so is this: If‘attendiné one type of private school, an other
ptivate sch001 for exaﬁple, is hypothesized to bring about higher achieve-
A mentrthan attending a public school, fhen-it should be therease thatv |
within eaeh'ef the sectors etddents achieve;ﬁore highlf in'sehoblsitﬁet»
&iffer from the avefage school in ways that_othef private schools differ
from publicrscﬁools?-but only, of course, iﬁ those ways that make a
difference.for achievement. ‘1f . the higher levels of homework that
charaete:ize other private scﬁools (chapter 5).are effective in_leadingv
to higher achievement; then in'thqse séhoois that have high ieveisfof
homework; no matter whether they are Catholic, public, or other priVate,.‘
achieveﬁent shoulﬁ be higher than in other schools of that sector.
If other private schools are not'ﬁore effective for cognitive aehievement,'
or if some aspect of other pfivate schools dther than homework is the
factor that makes for higher achievement, then achievement should not
.Vbe'higher, in. such an analysis. If, for example, other private Schoois
are more effective, but it is their smaller size (as shown iﬁ chapter
2) that makes them so, then emaller schools in each sector;'not‘schools
with higher homework 1evels,‘3hou1d show higher achievement when student
backgroun& is controlled.

~Thus, this Wiil be the generel strategy: to examine the relations,
within each of thevsectere, of various factors that distinguish the

Catholic and other private schools from the public schools. 1If certain
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of these factors do Consistently make a différence in cognitive aéhieve—
ment, whatever the sector, then this is rather strong evidence both
thét_the différent school sectors do bring about differing aChiévemént,
and thai oﬁe way they do so is through their differeﬁce'on-thé factors
thatvin thé analysis shows effects on achievement. In'additioné beyond
‘confirming the differential effeétsvon achievement of different school
seétors, this‘approach will give some insight into the policies that,
in any sector, affect achievement.
‘The first examination concerns discipline~related behavior.
Analyses were carried out on the,reiaﬁion of attendance, being late
to school,-aﬁd Cufting ¢1asses to achievemenf~in each 6f.the'three sectors.
Parental education,'faﬁily income, race, and ethnicity were statistically
controlled. The analyses were carried out for sophomores and seniors |
together, with a 0-1 variable . for sophomofe—genior grade level. Scofes
in the reading, vOcabulary,.and‘mathematics subtests with common items
for seniors and sophomores were used as dependent ﬁa?iables.A
Table 6.3.1 shows tﬁe regression coefficients for absenteeism,

lateness, and éutting classes (all in the same equation) in each of
the four types of schools. In addition, means on each of these variables -
are listed, in the bottom panel. (Cutting classes is a 0~1 variable,
so that the coefficient can_bevinterpreted as an effect of "cutting
classes now and then" versus not'doing.so. The other #ariablesvafer
scaled, with one uﬁit being the difference in one category in the item .
responses. ) : ' | ' ' -

- ~ There is a high degree of consistency in the results. The A
coefficients are almost all negative, meaning that students who report

missing school or class or being late achieve comsistently less well,
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- TABLE 6.3.1

REGRESSION

COEFFICIENTS AND MEANS FOR ABSENTEEISM, LATENESS, AND CUTTING
CLASSES, IN ANALYSIS WHICH INCLUDES FAMIEF BACKGROUND AND
GRADE LEVEL: SPRING 1980

3 ' Other
Public Latholic Private
Reading: .
 AbsenteeisSm .i..eseesas -.10 -.13 =027
Lateness  ..cecocscsecsa -.03 . -.08 -.06
Cutting classes ....... -.19 =.22 ~.02
Vocabularz;
Absenteeism erreraiens -.09 -.06 -.21
LatenessS ..oeccsecsasse -.02- =12 - .00
Cutting ClaSSES sessces _009 o 23 +. 08
. Mathematics:- _
Absenteeism ....c004.. . -.36 -.32 -.42
Lateness +.sceeeuosas -.05 -.13 - =.10.
Cutting classes ....... -.45 -.47 -.59
Means .
Absenteeism +s.cccesaes 2.41 1.91 2.20
Lateness . ccecns: ceosseons 2.21 2.00 2.43
. Cutting classes ....... .38 .18 .34
R reading .eeeeeseens.s .181 084 .222
vocabulary ....cs04-e .196 .111 «258
mathematics ....cee0s .208 .090 .261

aFamily background includes parental education, income, race,

and - ethnicity.



-200-

in all sectors, ;han those frqm the same types of faﬁily background
who do nét do these things,i 0f the three types of behavior, lateness
is least related to achievement. |

Something about the mégnitude of the effect of these types of
behavior, at the levels at which they exist in the varibus types of
schoolé, can be obtained by ﬁultiplying the regression coefficients
"éhown in the upper three panels of table 6.3.1, bﬁ differences in the
means of the va;iables between different sectors. The result shows
the amount of extra achievément‘in one sector (the sector with the
:lowef level ofvabsencés, laceness,'orvclass cdtting) ovér that»in
another which is relafed.to these three problems of discipline. For
example, the difference between Catholic schools and public schools
in cutting classes is a différeﬁce of 18 percent versus 38 percent.
This difference (.18 - .38) multipliéd by the régression éoefficient
of —-.45 (effect of cﬁttiﬁg classes on mathematics achievement in public
schools) gives a value of .09. .This'ﬁeans that, on the average,‘achieve—

ment was lower in the public schools by .09 of an item in the mathematics

1This does not imply, of course, that public schools could
easily establish and implement those policies. In chapter 5 we pointed
out the much greater restrictions on the public schools in ability to
carry out effective discipline. '

One might argue that the reasoning in the text is flawed--that
policy differences leading to different levels of absenteeism would '
not affect achievement but rather that the kind of students who tend
to be lower achievers are those who are absent or cut classes, and it
is not the absences themselves that reduce achievement. This may be
so, and the issue certainly merits further attention. . However, the
similarity of regression coefficients in the different sectors, where
policies lead to very different levels of absenteeism, suggests that
the interpretation in the text may be the correct one. The question
is examined explicitly later in this section. :
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" . test because ofvdisciplinary policies that. allowed a level éf 38 perégnt.
of s;udents éut;ing classgs rather .than the 18 percent found in Caﬁholic_
s'cho'ols'.1 | |

|  Carrying out such"an:exeréisé over ‘all tésts, cémbariﬁg‘thé
.pubiic schools with bogﬁbpriQAte schéol sectors aﬁd summing dvef £hé 
three types of-behavior;vshows the 1oss iﬁ reading, vocabulary, and
matﬁematiCS'achievement in puBiic schools’ that is due to ;ﬁe"highef
degree of.absenteeism, lateneés, aﬁd'élass cﬁtﬁiﬁg:found iniﬁhesé‘s¢hdois
~as compared to the levels fdund in both Catholic schools and'other‘pfiﬁate
schodls (table 6.3.2). The ﬁublic school losses are Eighly éonsiétent,:
are greater relative téithe_Catholic schools, and seem pd bensﬁme;hat
higher for mathematicé. (The number of items on tﬁe'méthematicﬁ test

is 18, a little over twice that on the other two; consequently, its
coeff1c1ents should be expected to be about twice as great as the others.
But they are somewhat greater than this.) The achievement Istes arev-‘
not large, but this must be séen in pérspective: the differences inﬁ o
mathematics due to Catholic-public beha#ior>differences are abont one~
fourth of all the mathematics achievemenﬁ gain from the sophomore‘to 

thé senior year. In add1t10n, the indicators we have used of dlfferent :
levels of dlsc1p11ne—related behavior are very 11ke1y pale reflectlons

of the behavioral differences among these schqols. Thus,‘the actual -
éffects of all discipline-reléted behavioral différences‘betweéﬁ thgée

schools may be considerably greater (as subsequent analysis indicates).

. 1When independent variables in a regression equation are cor-
related, as these three are, there is sometimes instability in individual
coefficients, becoming extreme in opposite directions. This seems to
be what has occurred for vocabulary in other private schools, for example.
There ‘are techniques, such as ridge regression, for restabilizing the .
coefficients. But if one is interested only in the combined effects,
as we are here, then the approach we use in table 6.3.2 and subsequent
analyses is ordinarily sufficient. :
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TABLE 6.3.2

ACHIEVEMENT LOSSES IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS RELATIVE TO EACH
- TYPE OF PRIVATE SCHOOL DUE TO HIGHER LEVELS OF
ABSENTEEISM, LATENESS, AND CUTTING CLASSES IN -
' - THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Public
Test relative to
Other
Catholic Private
Losses (as fractions of an
item) in:
Reading test v,...;..;..;.'v - .=.09 - =.02
Vocabulary test. (........ -.07 =02
mthematics te.St : LR ] '.’. s e * -o28 ‘ . _008 .'

' The suggestion that-absenteeism; being late, andvéﬁttiné classes.
may make more difference for mathematics than for reading or vocabulary
finds confirmation in another way. Regreésion analyseé juét like those 
described for tables 6.3.i and 6.3.2 were carried out wiﬁh these variables, .
bytbwith logarithm of schbol si;e included. Then the same tegreséioﬁf
was‘carried out, but no longer including the three behavior variables.‘

The question is: For which of the tests did the amount bf explained
variance go‘down;m;st when the three behavior variables were not included?
The answer 1is, fhe mathematics test. In seven of eight cbmparisons

of mathematics with other tests, the reduction is‘greater,in mathematics.'
It thus appeérs thét mathematics achievement is more sensitivé to behavioral

problems than is achievement in reading comprehension or vocabulary.
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When we turn to size of school itself as a faccorvdifferentiatlng
public and pri?atevschools, and‘possiblj making for diffeccn;ial achieve-
-ﬁen;, we find that slze of cchool is positively related to achicvement
in che:Catholic;and.other private sectors for all threc tests, anc'io
the public sector for two of the three, when family béckg;ound and grade
. in school afe_contcolledQ Thus it apoearS’thatvpublic schools have -

‘a gain ihlachievcment felative tolprivaté SChools as'alconsequencé of _
their larger size.. The amount of galn they experlence can be calculated

as it was done in the case of the. behav1or problems. by mu1t1p1y1ng -

the regression coefficient for the effect ofnsiZe by che difference

in average size_between sectors.1 Before pfesenping’thesecreéults,

however, it is,useful to introduce aﬁother sct of vciiables: the at- ;
tendance variables whose effect was dlsCﬁssed above.-vFor-chc relation

of school size to achievement is posltivc; while the :elation-oflabscntceism,
lateness, and cutting clésses to achievement is negative, but thc léttcri!
are positively relatcd to size."At least, this is the case in théfpoblici'
schools.. Tﬁe correlation of thehthrec behavior problems with'therlogacithpl

of siie,is‘;s.given_below in the three sectors:2 ) o »
-Public Catholic Other Private
ADSENteeism eeceeecesconees : .02 -.02 .00

Lateness - sdosesrosasne seen 010 - .00 ‘ ,—-20'
Cutting €lass  weeseesensecs 12 - .00 . .01

. ’1The variable actually used in the regression is logarithm of.
_size. . In the calculation described in the text, regression coefficients
_for the school sector to which the size-related loss (or gain) will .
'be attributed are used. This is because, as will be evident in the
discussion, we want to distinguish the gain that private schools could
expect through change in average size to that of public schools from

the loss that public schools could expect through a change in average
size to that of private schools. ’

2Because the number of private schools is 27, the number of
Catholic schools is 84, and the number of public schools is 894,
and because size is a school-level variable, sampling variation in correlations
can be expected in other prlvate schools, and to a lesser degree in '
Catholic schools. :
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- Controlling on the behavior problems in a regression of achievement.

on size is like hypothetical experiment: What would be the éffect

of size on achievement if school staff were able to control the behavior

proBlems that are cbrrelated with sizé; The absence of corrélation

‘with size in the private schools (6r, in the ¢ése of iatehgss; in other
private schools, a negative_felation to size) showsvthatvthe qugstion |

- is not a hypothgtiqalloﬁe for_sﬁaff in private schools. They aﬁﬁaréntlY'
are able to control the behavior problgms that in the publicvschoolé:_
viﬁcreése with size. This may be due to‘fﬁe grgater degree ofr .

overgll éohtrol'that private schools are able to exercise, or to the
smaller sizes of»thé sdhpols.

Table 6.3.3 shows (in the upper three lines) the gains—-or,

in the case of reading, losses--that public schools experience in relation:

to Catholic and other private schools because of their large size. -
But cqmparihg that to the next three lines:showé that tﬁesg gainé are
smaller than they wéuld be~-and the losses larger than they‘would be-
~with the behavior problems controlled. (It should be emphasized tﬁat
the true effect of size might be legs than indicated in thié analyéi§
because large schools in the public sector are positively associatéd
with'certain backgrougd variables_that'have not been -statistically
contfolled; such és parentél expectations and small family size, bqtﬂ
of which are.positively‘related tovachievement. But, even if thiS'is"'
the case, it wpﬁl& merely reduce the measured effect of size by a constanf
amount.)

The'positiﬁe effect of‘size,-assuming that it is a true.effect,
might be due to anj of several factoré. It was once aséumed,'in,fact,

that larger schools meant better education, as in Conant's influential
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TABLE 6.3.3

'ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RELATIVE TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS DUE TO THE
LARGER SIZE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS:

' SPRING 1980

' Public Relative to-
Item O‘h =
Catholic P ther
rivate

_ Familj,background

" controlled:
Readiﬂg EEEEERNXER RN —003 . . : -008 .
Vocabulary «.eee.e. - .03 - - .09
Mathematics ,,..;.; - .01 g .03

Family backgggund and
. attendance controlled:.

. Reading .iveeeceses -.02 -.05
Vocabulary Cebeaees _ .04 .12
Mathematics ....... . .04 .12

: R2 for each sector
(with attendance and
‘background controlled)
Reading .;..;;..... - .163
Vocabulary ........ ' +192
Mathematics seessas .201

The American High School Today (1959). The arguments were that there
is greater depth and breadth of program is possible in large schools,
that speéialized classes dealing with advanced topics and better laboratory

facilities are possible in larger schools. ~All these points are true;

but the data suggest that these virtues of size are, in public schools,
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largely cancelled out by the inability to manage behavior problems as
school size increaseé—-an inability that has very likely-grown sincé
Cénént made his survey of high schools in 1958. | | |
' The analyses of tables 6;3.1:and 6.3.2 inclﬁded‘only'a smai}
humber'Qf'background.Variables, and did not include other péssible B
 school factors that might be responsible for some of ;he‘differences S
foﬁnd. Initially ou# strategy was.to proceed in thiS'wangénefally,
‘ examining sequentially thé effects:of various school factors_that differ
v‘bétweén pubiic_éhd private schools; in separate regression equétioné,
Howe?er, thevcbrrelatioﬁs between these varioﬁs,séhool characteristiés'i
_ﬁean that such a procedure might eaéily lead to_iﬁcorrect‘inferenéeé,
‘attributing effects to ome factor in the schools that aré due to ‘a factorv
that“is correiated with the first but_not included in the'eqﬁationsqlf
Consequently, a single analysis isAcafried out for all of thé‘factqrs
to be e#amined. In addition; to~¥educe the lowest level possible #ny
épurious inferences due to differences in family backgrdund that are
correlated with school factors, all of the fémily background factors
used for fhe aﬁalysis reported“iﬁ tablé 6.2.1 are included in subséquent
analyses. For each of“the éharactefisticé of schools and of schdol
functioning that is a source of possible differences in the effectiveness
of public and private SChbols,,we ask the following pair of questions:v
1. What is the level of that charécteristic in Cathblic or other
private schools, for students with the same subjective and
objective background characteristics as the average sophomore
public. school student? For example, the overall average dif-

ference between Catholic school and public school sophomores
- in the amount of homework they do is the difference between.

lThomas DiPrete first brought this matter to our attention.:
His analysis for another report from the High School and Beyond project,
Discipline and Order in Américam High Schools, suggested that this might
be the case.  We thank Professor DiPrete. ,
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5.56 hours a week in the Catholic schools and 3.75 a week in
the public schools. But for Catholic school sophomores with
the same subjective and objective characteristics as the average
public school sophomore, the 5.56 hours a week is reduced to

"~ 4.92 hours a week. Thus, the difference in levels of homework
for the same type of student between the public and Catholic
schools is 4.92 - 3.75, or 1.2 hours a week of homework.’

2 What difference in achievement would we expéct to find in the
public schools if the school factor were at the level at which
.it is found in Catholic or other private schools for ‘students

of a given background (i.e., the background of the avarage :

public school sophomore)? For example, what increment in achieve-

ment would we expect to find in the public schools if the average
public schiool student spent 1.2 more hours on homework? This

is obtained by multiplying the 1.2 hours by the regress1on

coefficient for the effect of homework on achievement in pub11c

schools, controlling for the effects of family background char-
acteristics and other school factors.

Thus there are two questions of interest for each of the school
factors that might contribute to the public-Catholic or public-other
private difference in achievement: What is the difference between the
level of that factor in the Catholic or other private schools and public
schools, for students like the average public school sophomore? And
what would be the expected difference in achievement in the public
schools if that factor were at the level found in the Catholic or other
private schools, controlling on family background and other school
factors? We address these questions in turn. .

6.3.1 The difference in levels of school factors between public and
- private schools for students of comparable backgrounds
. Each of five areas related to the funcfioning of the school

was examined as ‘a potential means through which private schools obtain

different levels of achievement from comparable students. These are:

1The sténdardized estimates of school functioning were calculated
as follows: For each grade in the public and private sectors, we estimated
separate regression equations for each of the school functioning variables
using the seventeen family background characteristics. A background-
standardized estimate for the level of school functioning in each grade
and sector was calculated using the means of the public school sophomore
characteristics and the effects of these background characteristics
in the respective sector and grade. :
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Different coursework. This was measured in two ways. For
mathematics in the senior year, it was possible to measure

~coursework in mathematics, that is, the total number of ‘courses

that the student had taken among the following: algebra 1,
algebra 2, geometry, trigometry, calculus. As chapter 5 showed,
higher proportions of private school seniors than public school
seniors have taken each of these courses. Unfortunately, for
the reading and vocabulary tests,. and for the mathematics test
for sophomores, there is no comparable measure of. coursework.
Instead, for these tests, having taken an honors English course
(for the reading and vocabulary tests) or an honors mathematics
course (for the mathematics test) was used as the measure of
coursework. This is a poor measure of coursework differences
between public and private schools, both because the proportions
of students having taken an honors course were very similar

in the three sectors and because an "honors" course means very
dlfferent things in different school contexts.

Homework. As chapter 5 showed, the amount of homework in the .

Catholic schools is greater than that in the public schools,
and the amount in the other private sector is greater yet.
For both sophomores and seniors it was possible to estimate
the actual hours per week spent on homework. '

Attendance in school and class. Chapter 5 showed that students

in Catholic schools were much less often absent and much less

" likely to cut class than students in public schools. Students

in other private schools were between the Catholic and public
schools on these measures of behavior.

Disciplinary climate. Students were asked three questions related

to the disciplinary climate of the school, as shown in chapter
5: how interested the teachers are in students, how effective
the discipline is in the school, and how fair the discipline

is in the school. Each school was characterized by the average
of the responses for all the students in that school, and these
averages were then used as measures of the school disciplinary
climate. As chapter 5 showed, there were some differences in
the average disciplinary climates in the three sectors.

Student behavior in the school. The behavior of all the students
in the school may have some effect on what individual students

learn, even controlling on the student's own behavior. - The

items used as a measure of the behavior in the school were the
averages, over the school, of sophomore responses to four questions
asking the extent to which certain types of behavior occurred

in the school: students not attending school, students cutting
classes, students fighting, students threatening or attacking

teachers. - Alternative measures of attendance and cuttlng classes’

were obtained by averaging over the school the students' responses
concerning their own attendance and cutting classes, and characterizing
each student by the ave-age in the school, excluding his or

her own responses. '
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Chapter 5 showed the differenéés'in the levels of these SCHool
charactéfistics,in.public andlprivate schq@ls. :The differen;es in these
characteristiéé for‘stﬁdents from thé saﬁe family backgfohnds are 6f
intereStAhere.  More specifically, we a:e.ihpérested in the differeﬁéeAU.
'foF stﬁdenﬁs whova:e'like the.average public séhool sophomore)ksOfthat_ 5
tﬁé levels of the school cﬁaracteristicé'are’étandaxdized to the'public'
A_schpolhsophomofe-popﬁlation. Therimpoftance of this questi@n“iieg:in
‘the fact that‘theifémiiy backgropndsiof'public, Catholic, and §ther!
private school students differ in bo:h objéétive charaFtéristics;’suchv
~as pareﬁtal.education and income, and in squeCtiv§'charagtéristiés,
'such as the amount of studenf»gonversétion with parents aBou; schpbl--
- work. in most of these ways, students in‘public‘schools ha§e batkgfouﬁdé'_
fhat_are less cqnducivé to acﬁievement>than do Students in.private  §
scﬁools. Thus the measurés.of séhool'functioﬁihg5 which are iﬁ pért
determined by the backgrbunds from Which‘thé students come,:must'ﬁé
adjusﬁed or staﬁdardized for student Backgfound in order ﬁot tovattribﬁte
to schéol policiesqthose differenées in‘achievement’that are in fact |
_ due to student-backgrognd effects on school functioning.
| The background-standardized measures of school fﬁﬁétidnihg are
shown in table 6.3.4.j The table show3'thatAwith~very_few exception§ |
(all in the percent taking honoré mathematics or horiors English) the
Catholic and other privéte schools afe»higher'inithose éﬁaraéééristics 
that appear to be conduéive to achie?ement (homework, ﬁeachér'interest,'
fairness or'efféctivenesé)band lower in thqse’thatvappéér inimiqal ﬁo
achievemént~(absentéeism, cutting‘class, fighting, thréatening teéchers)g
The:differences'are genéfally'reduced_coﬁpared to thosé>found in ¢hapter 5:

because standardization of family background brings the student behavior
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TABLE 6 3. 4

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LEVELS OF VARIOUS .¢

.- SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS AND- STUDENT BEHAVIORAL VARIABLES
STANDARDIZED TO STUDENTS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUNDS LIKE

THAT OF THE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS' __,f:;»L

: SPRING 1980

. . 'Sophomore - Senlor o
ooominus . e | mmus minué’
.-Pgbilgal;"Pubiit, T Publlc;_. Public .
1) Percent taking honors - BT S e
* . English " o C=3% .. - -4% % - =7
Percent taking honors e S ST e
-mathematics - ' 17 -6% -1z - =27
Advanced ‘mathematics S ' S S
courses taken (5 maximum)| - -~ --— ~-- ce72 1';35.,_‘v
: ‘ o ' .l - ... | -coirses . courses
' ©2) Homework - 1.2 hrs." 1;33hrs.-i-'70.8'hrs,it . 1.3 hrs.
3)_Absentee31m : e o ' ST R
(high = often absent) =43 =07 e S0 =17
- Percent cutting class . =202 =4% o | =207 - =7%
4) Mean perceived teacher : B . T : :
interest : W39 L W49 .39 .50
Mean perceived teacher R B o
fairness - . CW17 10 .18 W11
Mean percelved teacher SRR - S T
V effectlveness © .58 .30 +58 .30
5) Mean percelve C T e o
absenteeism - - .70 A .66 .56
Mean percelved,b'r ; I S S
" cutting class - .79 - .36 .80 . .54
Mean perceived o : : o :
student fights 40 .55 .38 .56
Mean perceived T o
. threaten teachers “.18 - 418 | 07 .17
Mean absenteesim (exclud— , _ _ R C T o
- ing self) S 1.94 - 2.25 1.93 2.22
~Mean percent cuttlng N ‘ v :
class (excludlng self) .16 .30 .15

.30

table 6.2.1.

8Family background characteristics controlled are those used in

The numbers in the table are obtained by first multiplying public

_.school sophomore background means. by regression coefficients from the regres-

sion of the variable

in question on famlly*background to obtain the expected

"level of the variable in question for that populat1on, using regressions

carried out on private school sophomores, private school seniors, and public.
school seniors and then subtractlng the pub11c school value from the private
school value.

Highest value (3) = rarely or mever,
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ia.the-pfrvate'sehoois cioser tofthat:{n;the publrchschools. Yet the
.dlfferences remaln.ln the same darectlon -as, ‘those in chapter‘S when
student baekground was~not controlled.*. | |
6.3.2 leferences.ln achlewement attrlbutahlevto partlcular schooiii

) _characterlstlcs and student behav1or

leenatheseﬂdlffereuces, 1tﬂbeeomes&uossib1eifgiégfiﬁhtéithéf;”

_effect of belog in & Cathollc or other prlvate school oh.aehrevemehtvm;:t;
. through each of the types of dlfferences.: Thls w111 show, for examule,f_
}the estlmated galn in achlevement 1f the amouht of homework done by
‘publlc schoolhsophomores wererthe same as thatvdone by Cathollc school
'students ‘with 31m111ar backgrounds (that 1s, an extra 1 2 hours a week),;tf
but other'measured'characterlst;CS;ofkthe»schooi:remarhed;the'samef e{kv

.‘fia:thisvway_some-o}hsli §fngﬁgidiff¢rén¢ég-Be;wéenrpriVAtéfAﬁa;
publie'schools:Shown’in tahle 6.2L1'm5§'5e’;c¢ouﬁ£éaffofvor ekolained.l‘
For example, 1n table 6 2, 1 the‘readlng achlevement in Cathollc schoolsh»
of sophomores w1th backgrounds srmllar to those of pub11c school sopho-
mores is 0.31 1tems greater than that of the pub11c school sophomoresr'
.Thls ulfference_of 0.31 items may be’due in part to the'1.2,hour3'more'fb
_ homework.inrthe-cathoiic sehools. Carrylng out the calculatlons we )
can see: that publlc schoolisophomores who are average in. a11 the mea- -
:sured famrly backgrbund'characterrstlcs and.ln a.school-thatvrs average'
'fin the'measured'school characteriStics get .06 more 1tems on the readlng
test - coveredhlf they do thelsame amount of homework as 51m11ar students'
(1.er; background—stahdardlzed) dohlnjthe_Catholrc sector;'

'“In'carrying out this examination; the amouut-of‘aehieVemeht K
explalned by the varlables in each of the flve areas’ of school func-

tlonlng is added, to give a total explalned by measured characterlstlcs,
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'ijin'that”area,ll Thus,.ln the area of coureework, homework attendance,i;
.‘hfdlac1p11nary c11mate, and student behav1or, the analys1e reaults in-

iha number that is the amount‘of achlevement d1fference between pubilc
and. Cathollc or other pr1vate schools that can be accounted for - by the .
_ dlfferences 1n the 1eve1 at wh1ch that factor ex1sts 1n each sector.'“'
:If the number 15 p031trve, thls means that the average pub11c school
'jstudent would ga1n 1n achlevement if the‘publ1c school operated at the‘fjf

"same level as the average Cathollc or other prlvate school.; If the

'7,number is negatlve, it means that the average pub11c school student

?would have lower achlevement 1f the pub11c school operated at the samehfi
‘vlevel as: the average Cathollc or. other prlvate school.

: Table 6.3.5 shows the overall dlfference 1n“ach1evement 1n4;1ihw
readlng, vocabulary, and mathenatlcs in publlc and prlvate shcoois,.
controlllng on student background, taken from table 6 2 1, and the o
amount of achlevement d1fference that can be accounted for by the dif-
_ferenCeslln each of'the f1ve areas. Ihe sumrof'these fiVe:dlfferential'h
Vachieyeméntg7(iabé1i§d “totallaccOunted:forﬁ iudtheptabie)hisvthe auount
of achievementldifference explained'by;aii thesevueaéurea of schoolbh"‘
functioning.::lt‘thatfsum isdlessjthanhthe overail difference"iniachieveEg
vment,-there remains an unexpiained;achievementfdrfference.betweenithe ,
private.and the publicvsector,-'If the~tota1 accounted for is'greaterfv
than the. overall dlfference (as, for example, wrth readlng.achlevement
: for sophomores in the’ Cathollc—publlc comparlson—-.31 overall dlfferenceav
and .43 accounted.for), thls-suggests-that there-are other unmeasuredr'

schoolﬂfactors,that partly_compensate for the effects of these factors

‘ In terms of calculations, this was estimated by multipiying
“the difference in the two levels of functioning (seen in table 6.3.4)
by the relevant regression coefficient in the public sector.

s
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TABLE 6 3 5 '

tg‘ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS DUE TO ~,T
. VARIOUS 'AREAS OF SCHOOL FUNCTIONING 'FOR STUDENTS WITH FAMILY:

’ BACKGROUNDS LIKE. THAT OF THE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE IN o

PUBLIC SCHOOLS. SPRING 1980 o

Cathollc

Other Pr1vate

“‘-.Read--

B ln»g:,

Vocab- Mathe-ﬁ

Read-
1ng

Vocab—

Mathe— s

",vSophOmoreS'wi"'T

ulary'| matics

.}Coursework

.fHomework
*EAttendance .
‘_Dlsclpllnary cllmate "

'Student behav1or

‘Total accounted for.

- Overall (from table 6.2.1)|

“;ozj'f
.06
::;04E -
|=.03

437
31

o2 mar
R TSR T
03 L6
08 -8 |
.13 sl

s el

.36, .7 |

_'l;dzE'
| o6
‘;01';‘
.05

-52:'V
W14

e
Lles
-.01

QZS;EE'

3L
}33.; E

,1.03;-[ﬁ'

.54

‘Seniors

. Coursework .

Homework -

Diséipliﬁary;climate'

- Student behavior ..

Total accounted for ;;

AOverall (from table 6.2. 1)

1-.01
| .es
U o.e2
.01
.16

024
.23

-.01  1.07

.03 .02
.02 - .04
.00 .02
-.03 .15 -

.03 130
5S4 .56 |

04

.07

o
.10

.18

.41
41

.05
: 005
.01

.51

s

.03

.o
'“-O7Ef‘A |

.0l

.98

.69

ulary {- matlcs}EleQH?"

S
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"but}arehnot'fnciudedginfthe analysis.”.Tt"is“clear‘thet thchresentE..:v

,lvanalys1s rs 1mperfect; certaxnly excludlng some factors that e1ther_-'v
';augment or: depress achlevement in the publlc schools.1

Despltevthe extstence of some - puzzllng d1fferences between the ::::

' .overall dlfferences and the total accounted for,.the results shown 1nh

. table-6.3.5;giVeFan'ideeéof theisources.of{the_difterenceﬂin’echieVement;(;Thv:;'
2.between the.publtc end prlvate sectorsr lniffeééﬁcegZin7£h;'ie§éif5f*:?feff7f”;','ﬂfs,..
homework account for a smalllbut con31stent‘part.of the‘drfterences

j1n achlevement, olfferences in the student s own: attendance patterns‘tih

:account for: a'smsller part.- The effects of dlfferences 1n the dlsc1p11eic“

,];nar& cilmateﬂare.rnconS1stent Ln dlrectlon and:slze. The effects of -

: coursework are dlfflcult to assess, 51nce the measurement is weak except
ilnvthe‘sen10r~yeer,for mathematics; where:the taking of'specific»coursesw:'
._wes_meesutedfand wheresfhéleffectiofacourseworkﬁon'echieuenent uas'fon#d;f”

torbe greatfs Thevonejereavin_Which-the effect.of,public-griuete'differences“

‘isamost;consistently strong isxstudent behavior.(withjone inCOnsistency,

.1nlthe senlor vocabulary test for the Cathollc-publlc comparlson)

The effect of student behav1or is con51derab1y stronger at the'

sophomore level than at‘the senlor 1eve1. 'Thls-couldireasonably be

true for‘either of two”reasons;3one.Purel&'technical,hthe_other suhf

”',stantiVe;:.The.technicel reaSon.ishthat'the measures ot_stuoent:behevior"“
'problems'are‘hesed'onVSOphomore pefception'of‘problegs;'andﬁthus;shouldlb.h - o -
hreflecr,beheyiorfprobiems among'sophomoresmmore‘thaneamongvseniors;

Insofar:as‘thesevprohiems differ;in theztwongrsdes‘ofrthe_seme school, e 2_'1htw.

‘one would expect a lower relation of the perceived problems to senmior

“This is especially true for advanced mathematics courses, where
the regression coefficient is 1.40 in the prlvate sector and 1 51 in
the pub11c sector. '



l'fmany of these students are m1s31ng, hav1ng dropped out,»and the remalnlnﬁlp'
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:Tachienement:thanhtoﬂsophomoretachievement.3aThevsubstantluefreasonfis'}7
.that.the sophomore year 1s before the end of.compulsorf educatlon for
."many students.' Thus in ‘some’ schools there are a number of students
':,iwho are unlnterested in. school behave poorly,.and perform poorly on

h';tests 11ke those g1ven as a part of the survey. In the senlor year,

ibehavlor problems are less assoc1ated w1th achlevement._ Wlthout further ]
**:fdata, 1t 1s not pos31b1e to dlstlngulsh between these two p0581ble

“reasons for the 1ower effects at the senlor level.vfg

'AHThese.meaSUres of'student behaVror‘are schbol*leﬁelfmeasures#?f‘»*

'ﬁand 1t 1s 1mportant to clarlfy exactly what they refer to,:iToﬁsomeffi'
fdegree, the student 8. own behav1or 1s statlstlcally controlled through

"ffthe two measures of the student s own attendance, whlch const1tute area

3 in the table. If the student s own behaV1or were fully controlled

'statlstlcally, we could attrlbute thlS student behav1or effect wholly C
vto the effect of . behav1or problems among other students on the student ¥:] B
" own ach1eVement., As 1t 1s, such an 1nference 1s somewhat speculat1ve,‘

'_31nce the - student s own behav1or is not well controlled statlstlcally. :

Yet the 1nd1cat1on is there that the effect may be not - only through

the 1nterference of the student s mlsbehav1or on that same student 5 :f"
'achlevement, but also through the general 1eve1 of behaVLor dlsorder

. R _1
- ‘on the ach1evement of even those students whose behaV1or 1s good

It is ‘not fully clear JUSt what is measured by these perceptlons o

“‘of student behavior. ‘They are not direct measures of the actual rates
‘of behavior problems, and they may be measures of-some more- subtle d1fference '
~in. the disciplinary character of the school.j‘We conducted a. partial

‘test of this question for two of the four ‘measures used in this analysis.

Direct measures from the students are available for absenteeism and
cutting classes, For each 'student we calculated a measure of the average
absenteeism and percent who cut classes among the students in- that student s

"+ school who were in the survey, excluding the student's own responses

to .these two questions. ' The effects of these two measures of attendance,
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A'student's.achievement may be affected by other st:uden‘_t:s'.b_ehaviorvj

in several ways. Some*of-these-are.not*completely understood - but the1tlmejbi

a teacher must devote to dlsc1p11n1ng students rather than teachlng,

hOW-much repetition.of material‘isvrequired-tofhave'most of the*students?}:':'

'funderstand new material,.and the distractionS'that_disorder'in the school: = "

'1mposes on the student may all have an effect._a]hjil‘ -
In one of the areas, dlsclpllnary cllmate, the 1ncon31stent

‘tfresults present somethlng of a puzzle.: If the lesser degree of student

*behav1or problems in pr1vate schools does make a dlfference in achlevement b

;then presumably the dlsc1p11nary dlfferences between the pub11c and .
*prlvate sectors should as well because they 1nf1uence student behavror.;f

The last dependent clause is the key to. the puzzle of dlsc1p11nary

mdlfferences show 1ncons1stent, somet1mes negatlve effects._ By statlstlcally

controlllng student behav1or and homework we controlled on: the 1nterven-
;ng warlables through whrch‘the school s disclpllnary cllmate‘shouldj

" have ‘its effectQ Thus*the'very baths throughdwhfch‘audiscipllnary

cllmate can have 1ts pr1nc1pa1 effect have been excluded from con31deratlon

~in assessrng the effect of the drsclpllnary cllmate.' To see the true

‘fteffect of the dlsc1p11nary—c11mate d1fferences between pub11c and prlvate

schools, we. should examine not only therr dlrect effect, but also the1r

' effect through student behaV1or.

as they d1ffer between the publlc and prlvate sectors, can be compared
to-the effects of the two measures obtained from sophomores' perceptions.
. Background-standardized differences between the public sector and the

' two private sectors on these two measures of ‘attendance were calculated

and the actual school-level behavior for each student was substituted
 in the general equation used in preparing table 6.3.5. The difference
between the effects of sophOmore perceptions of attendance behavior

"~ and. the actual average attendance behavior of all other students was

‘twofold. - We found the effects of students' actual attendance behavror
to be con51stent1y negative, but, . generally, the amount of loss or- gain -

. in achievement is lower. This suggests that, although something. more
than actual student attendance is captured by the student perception

of behavior, actual average school attendance does have a negatlve effect
on school achlevement.

P
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A portton ot‘thrs 1s shownbln table 6. 3 6 whrch presents the.
‘<Leffect of pub11c Cathol1c and publlc—other prlvate dlfferenceskln d1s;tf
v'h;clpllnary clrmate on" the four 1tems of percelved studentvbehav1or that.
“-ﬁnere shown as part 5 1n tahie 6 3. 4, agaln for a standardlzed publrc.'“':'
.uﬂschool sophomore student‘body.‘ Thls does not capture the effects of
fhdlsclpilnary cllmate through the two measures of 1nd1v1dua1 student‘-st‘J
;;behav1or 1nc1uded 1n the ana1f51s--that.1s; homeworkuand attendance-fi:}“
‘Vp;but it does capture the effects through the paths of the four aspects_
"of student behaV1or as percelved by sophomores.-t |
: Table'6 3.6 shows Just how much of the dlfferences 1nvperceaved
’-absehteelsm, class cutt1ng, student flghts;'and threatenlng teachers.
Zlbetween the publlchseCtOr,and the two,prlvate sectors ‘can be’ accounted
"'Jffég hyndifferencesein;disciplinarp ciimate_(see‘tahle 6t3t4‘for thet‘t
jthree'items of disciplinary;climate),bfor'hoth sophomores and senibr;;-"
These "d1sc1p1rne—re1ated" dlfferences in behav1or can be compared to ;u.
.part 5 of table 6 3. 4,_to see what proportlon of the dlfference 1n
- behavior 1s accounted for by these 1tems of d1sc1p11nary cllmate.
For‘exampie, the total dlfference between public and Cathol1c schoolsﬂhv'
‘1n percelved absenteelsm is .70,'and the dlfference accounted for by
. _dlsc1p11nary cllmate is .18, or 26 percent of the total (It 1s.1mportantd'
:not to conclude_that_only;thls much-of-the varlatlonlln hackgroundrA
f_standardiaed‘attendance is a~consequence‘of the:disciplineein thg’schooif.
t#he_threeiitems‘used as“indicatorsvmust:certainly be only_weak'indicatorsh
- of~;he disCipiinary'character of the school),‘> | | ”
 With thisvinformation,eit is'possihie‘to estimate theieffect.
_of thetdisciplinary climate throuéh four:aspects of SChool—level Studeﬁt'

behavior. " This is shown in the loﬁér_haif of the table. . In nearly



Co-218-0

TABLE 6. 3 6

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LEVELS OF BEHAVIOR
- 'PROBLEMS DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN LEVELS OF. DISCIPLINARY CLIMATE AND
ON ACHIEVEMENT THROUGH EFFECTS OR BEHAVIOR. PROBLEMS (STUDENT

‘wEACKGROUND STATISTICALLY CONTROLLED)

SPRING 1980

Effects of D1sc1p11nary C11mate leferences.*j"

Cath011c-Pub11c

"1;¢Aoghbmeres:f.15* ‘
‘ Effects on.if:Vi

'gt_Mean percelved
. absenteeism
" Mean perceived .
© cutting class
-Mean percelved -
student fights
Mean perceived .

threaten teachers

‘Seniors:

Effects on:

Mean'pefceived
absenteeism:

Mean perceived -

. .cutting class .
Mean perceived
. student fights -

_ Mean perceived

'threatenvteachers

‘Effectsufor:,
'_Sephombres

Seniors

18 -
C.29
a5

.14

17
14

. f.13'

13
.16
ST

a1

13
14

W10

Effects Through

Behavior Problems .

.06

- 13

_ in Achlevement '
o Cathelic, ‘ ~ Other Prlvate'i
'Read—‘iVoeabf Mathe- Read— Vocabf Mathe—
ing ulary | matics ing | ulary ‘matics
13 .07 .25 .10 .07 .22
-.01 .06 .

047 .16

Other Prlvate—Publlc'_;if
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‘Iialthases, the'hositive.effects-of‘disciplinarybclimatelthrough'student‘;f
”h%behav1or outwelgh the negatlve dlrect effects shown 1n table 6 3 SIIh';:.‘.
w‘lhus, through the the aspects.of behav1or shown in’ table 6 3 6 the
’“dlsc1p11nary—c11mate dlfferences between the publlc and prlvate‘sectors
bfilead to greater achlevement 1n the prlvate sectors,‘though the 1mperfect10ns<kv'

'F5lhof measurement have very llkely masked part of the effects.

h'."k6 4 Summary of Educat10na1 Outcomes

Th1s sectlon has examlned two klnds of outcomes 1n pub11c and

l5prfvate,sch001s;_ cogn1t1ve outcomes,-as measured by standardlzed test
;scores rn‘readlng, vocabulary,‘and mathematlcs, and‘plans for‘after |
:hlgh school, pr1mar11y plans for further educat1on. The f1rst questlon,%f'
‘;11n sectlon 6 1, was Just how the sectors dlffer 1n these respects. ;

,The-second questlon, 1n-sect1on 6.25'was whether berngﬂln a-prlvatey

school made any'difference'in cognitive'achievement or'educational

'Vasplrat1ons, ‘Or . whether the greater achlevement and asplratlons ln‘the fh o

l'hrlvate sector were-wholly»due to.select1v1ty. The th1rd questlon,

' 1n section 6 3, was, glven the greater cognltlve achlevement iin prlvate ;f
.schools, and glven the strong ev1dence from sect1on 6.2 that pr1vate
»_schools have'an effect 1n.lncreas1ng ach1evement, what,arebthejmechanlsms

through which that greater achievement comes_about?'

Thefanswer.to,the firSthquestion'is’that achievement is somewhat_

hlgher, in both the sophomore and senior years, in Cathollc schools
'and in other prlvate schools than 1t is. in- pub11c schools. Achlevement
dn the hlgh-performance prlvate schools is cons1derab1y h1gher than .

'fthat in the h1gh-performance publlc schools, but both are hlgher than

in e1ther of the private sectors.'
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The dlfferences between sectors in educat10na1 expectatlons
Vand aspiratrons are 31milarat0“the=differencesflnfachrevement.» The

fsectors are ordered in the same way, w1th publlc school students haV1ng:'

L the lowest educatlonal asplratlons and those 1n the h1gh—perf0rmance

fprlvate schools havrng the hlghest asprrat1ons.' For the other post—.
‘7i;secondary actlvlty; work, the order is: reversedri Among senlors who
'vplanned to" work fu11 tlme after graduatlon; a hrgher proportlon rn the
'publlc schools already had a Job lrned up., Thrs suggests that the'vilfi
“'greater vocatlonal resources and opportunltres 1n the pub11c schools,i”
'}asvshown in chapter 4 lead to a better connectlon w1th the'world oflv
';work for those students‘who are gorng 1nto the full trme labor‘force.‘
The second questlon, ‘which attempted to‘separate‘effects of
dprivateischools on achieuement and,asPirationsgfrom,selection into
‘ prlvate:schOOls;lis.eramlned.inlseveral QaYs;' Invthe;examinatiOn‘of
‘effects on‘achlevement, statistrCal controls'on'family backgroundfare.
‘lntroduced ~in order‘to.control on those background character1st1cs _t,f
:that are most. related to achlevement. A large number of background
‘_;characterlstics is'1ntroduced; to\insure that.the select1v1ty~related
dlfferences.arepcontrolled for; .Theiachievement drfferences‘between
lthé prlratevsectors and the publlcdsector»arevreduced.(more‘for other
'prlvate schools than for Cathollc schools) but dlfferences remarn;
‘Then there is an exam1nat10n of 1mputed growth from the sophomore to
the senlor yearrk Inva flrst-examrnatlon'of d1fferent1a1 growth the.
'vCathollc schools appear to show about the same growth rates for studentsk'
comparable to. the average publrc school sophomore and the other prlvate‘
lschools about‘ad25 percent hlgher growth rate. This, however,vls‘sub;

- ject to the serious problem of differential dropout in different sectors.



.";_;assumed dlstrlbutlon of achlevement'among the dropouts, the estlmated ,}ﬂff'fl

}filearnlng rate 1s cons1derab1y hlgher 1n both pr1vate'sectors than.ln'f.-"
‘}j;the Publlc sector.? Thus the 1nd1cat10n-1s that there 1s a non—tr1v1al{+”.
hueffect of the Cathollc and other.prlvate schools in: brrnglng about” |
bh1gher cogn1t1ve achlevement; wholly apart from the1r select1v1ty.t
:In add1t1on, there is a maJor dlfference 1n homogenelty of

;achlevement between Catholrc schools on the one hand and pub11c and
:5biother prlvate schools on the other.: Students of parents w1th dlfferentA

_ educatlonal backgrounds achleve at more nearly comparable levels 1n
-the Cathollc schools than 1n the publlc schools, whlle the achlevement |
levels are .even more d1vergent in’ other prlvate schools than in the
publlcsschoolsr. And.comparlson of blacks and H1spanlcs in Cathollc
.and pub11c schools (controlllng on parental 1ncome and educatron) reveals L
_‘lthat as. sophomores these.m1nor1ty students.achreve at a level closer'

_dto that of non-Hlspanlc wh1tes in- Cathollc schools than in publlc schools,
vthe achlevement gap between mlnorltles and non-Hlspanlc whltes as-seniors
decreases s11ght1y in Cathollc schools; whlle 1t 1ncreases sllghtly
-1n"pub11cwschools,4*Altogether;_the;ev1dence:1s strong that the Cathollc
-schoolsdfnnction mnchVCIoser‘to thefAmeriCan 1dea1 of the "common school,"
:educatlng chlldren from dlfferent backgrounds a11ke, than do the pub11c

’ schools,
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Turnlng to educat10na1 asplratrons, the questlon arlses whether -

'7£3g' the pr1vate—pub11c d1fference is’ wholly due to, select1on or is in part flf‘

‘ due to effects of the sactor. Stat1st1ca1 controls on fam11y background
vfleave a d1fference, w1th students in- Cathol1c schools show1ng espec1a11y

E hlgh asplratlons. No d1fferent1a1 sophomore-senlor growth 1s found

'-rﬁyiexcept for lower growth 1n Cathol1c schools.; Thls result“is Suspect, R

::flhowever, because of a ce111ng effect due to‘the hlgher level-of asprra-“kif""
i{tlons among Cathollc school sophomores. USIng the~Sane-reasonrng;about s
"dropouts as.was usedfln the case of cogn1t1ve achlevenent, rt appearsl?ﬂld

'that there 1s a‘posltlve effect; non—trlvral in s1ze, of belng 1n a
Cathollc or other prlvate school on. educatronal asplrat1ons; An analysls's:_‘

’that uses retrospectlve reports of seniors and sophomores“about expectatlons

v,of;attendlng;college*ln,earller;years*conflrms_th;s,*througheevrdence,-"

7that:the“proportion planningktohattend'college:increaseS'nore‘in;the

krivateﬁsectors.than ln'ﬁublfc sector} . | R

Agaln, the Cathollc schools show much greater homogenelty 1n )

-the educatlonal asplratlons anong students from dlfferent parental ‘:“

’feducatlon backgrounds than do other schools. rHere the other pr1vateﬁf

schools are 1ntermed1ate and the pub11c schools are. at the extreme,

| publ1c school students w1th low educatlonal backgrounds belng furthest

“from those w1th hlgh educatlonal backgrounds in the1r own educatlonal

”-asnlratrons,'v R | |

T_'The third;Question.is_a question aboutlwhat.dlfferences;between
oublfcland‘nrlwatsﬂSChoolsvare‘responsible for the additional;échieve_

_'ment that.occurs in the:privaterschools.“Ihe'answer to this is only

nartial, because the lnvestfgatlon'cOVered onlj selected differenCes..

‘But the partial answer is fairly clear.
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'fThere'are~at least two‘important‘ways in whichApriVate schools

:produce hlgher achlevement outcomes than publlc schools.,:fdrst;-ginenfi
'ha:the same type of student (1.e;,.w1th background‘standardlzed), prlvate

vgschools.create hlgher rates of engagement 1n academlc actlultles.g.

-'School attendance is better; students do more homenork, and students ndli”'ﬁ- o
'it;éenerallf take more.rlgorous subJects (1me., more advanced mathematlcs)"ﬁ

;rThe flrst-two of these factors prov1de modestly greatervachlevement‘f?fﬁ’
in1n prlvate schools;_ The thlrd, taklng advanced mathematlcshcourses;nff

(dbrlngs substantrally greater achlevement. .The 1nd1cat10nvls that more:

- exten31ve academlc demands are made in the prlvate schools, leadlng

toﬂmore;advancedlcourses and.thus.to.greater achlevement. Thls,ls a~'”

=somewhat obv1ous conclus1on, and the stat1st1ca1 ev1dence supports it. .
.'Second student behav1or 1n a school has strong and con31stent effects

on. student achlevement. Apart from mathematlcs coursework for senlors,

the greatest dlfferences 1n achlevement between prlvate and publlc

t"schools are accounted for by school level behavxor varlables (1 e., o

the 1nc1dence of f1ghts, students threatenlng teachers,'etc ) .The N

. dlsc1p11nary c11mate of a school, that 1s, the effectlveness and falrness

- of. dlsc1p11ne and teacher 1nterest, affect achlevement at least in- part

through thelr effect on these schoollevel behav1or var1ab1es.
Although these answers are only partlal, in that addltlonal

school factors may also explaln the dlfferent outcomes in the sectors,'

'they strongly suggest that school functlonlng makes a dlfference 1n'"
achlevement outcomes for the aVerage.student;l_And prlvate schools of
"both sectors appear to functlon better 1n the areas ‘that contrlbute

":to achlevement.



- CHAPTER 7
~ CONCLUS ION

In chapter 1 of thls report, we examlned a number of premlsespl
»'underlylng p011c1es that would 1ncrease'the role of prlvate schoolsi:
_and a number underlylng‘pol1c1es that nould decrease the1r role. Perhaps
,the best way to conclude 1s to reV1ew those premlses, to see Just wh1ch
—'premlses thls report has proV1ded ev1dence om,’ and what can: be‘concluded ?

"ffrom the ev1dence about each‘premlse.. In addltlon; other.results“were

found aloné thevway; some'. of whlch prov1de add1t10na1 1nformat10n .that

bears upon the overall pollcy questlons._

.Premlses underlylng,pol1c1es‘that would increase the role of o

private-schools:

1." Private schools produce better cogn1t1ve outcomes than do
pub11c schools (chapter 6).

" The evrdence:from_chapter 6 Is.that private.schools“do producei
better'cognitive outcomes:than public.schools;' When'family background:
factors that_predict achievemenflareicontrolled students in.bothiCatholic
and otherzprivate schools are‘shown)tovachieve at a'higher level than
studentshin public schools." The dlfference at the sophomore level,

‘Wthh was greater for Cathollc schools than for other prlvate schools,”

3ranged from-about a_frfth of.the.sophOmore—senlor gain to about'two—

‘ thirdsﬁthe:size}of'thatfgain (i.er,hfron a little 1ess'than half a year's

‘difference"to something_morelthan;onevyearlé»difference). Thisbevidence
is subject?to a caveats desplte-extenslve statistical controls on‘parental

background, there may very well bejotherfunmeaSured factors inlthe'self;
selection into the private sector'that‘are'associated with higher a ‘

_achievement. -

)‘
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When‘we examlned galns from the sophomore to the senlor yeari~s
in the three.sectors; the f1rst eV1dence was - thatvstudents from comparable
Lfbackgrounds'make greatervgalnsfln other pr1vate schools than lnbpub11c-h
- schools, but»that students in Catholic schools do not.v However ”thei.fi

‘;-much greater sophomore‘senlor dropout in pub11c schools than 1n‘e1ther

.the Cathollc or other prlvate‘schools shows that the apparent publlc -

‘;schoolzgains have a cons1derab1e upward b1as, leadlng to the conc1u31on
fthat greater'cogn1t1ve growth occurs between the sophomore and senlor L

:uuyears in both prlvate sectors than 1n.the pub11c sectorr |

”A caveat to all these results 1s shown by the h1gh~performance‘”

Ahfpubllc and prlvate schools. vPerformance’was'much-h1gher 1n'both of‘

"d;”these sets of schools, than in any of the three sectors (sectlon 6. 1),

salthough these schools could not be separately studled in the extended
g'analys1s of sectlon 6 2 because of ce111ng effects in. achlevement scores.f

2,1 Pr1vate schools prOV1de better character and personallty develop—
ment than do- publlc schools (chapter 5)

L1ttle ev1dence on character and personallty development was
hprOV1ded-1n th1s report.: However; students in other prlvate schools
”show both hlgher levelsfof’self—esteem and fate control ‘than sophomores.
_and hlgher galns from the sophomore to senior year than students in
:xs pub11c or Cathollc schools. The 1nference that’therevls greater growth:T
on these dlmenslons in other pr1vate schools is strengthened by the
fact that students in hlgh—performance prlvate schools showed even-

_ hlgher levels as sophomores, and s1m11ar1y h1gh sophomore—senlor gains,

"f.whlle students 1n hlgh-performance pub11c schools did not, desplte the -

- fact that the parental backgrounds of students in the latter schools

are higher than those 1n‘other‘prlvate,Schools. The fact'that the other
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ﬁrivate'and highéperfornance'prlvate schdols have'less'than half_the

i
oy

- student teacher ratlo than schools in’ the other sectors suggests that :
H.the dlfference mlght be due to this.

-’l.3 Prlvate schools prOV1de a safer, more d1sc1p11ned and more'
ordered enV1ronment ‘than do pub11c schools. (chapter 5)

The ev1dence;rsrstrongnthat th1s.prem1se 1s~true. The greatest_.e'
. dlfference.found i any asnect of school functlonlng between pub11c

o and pr1vate schools Was‘ln the degree of d1sclp11ne and order in- the
schools (sectlons 5 3, 5 4) The Cathollc and other prlvate schools';(f,

" .appear somewhat dlfferent in. the1r d1sclp11ne and behav1or proflles,-b
_LWLth students 1n other prlvate schools reportlng more absences and class
hcuttlng‘but»also;more‘homework, fewer frghts among'students;‘and‘greater
1teacher interestvin_stndents, 5H6ﬁevér, invall‘theseArespects;~both"
sectorsfshOWedfgreaterfdisclpline and.ordervthan'the~public schools.'d

Lﬁ.‘:Prlvate schools are more successful in creatlng an’ 1nterest
' ‘1n learnlng than are publlc schools (chapter 5).

There'ls 11tt1e ev1dence-to conf1rm or d1sconf1rm this prenise‘;
~in the report.‘ The sectors d1ffer only sllghtly 1n student responses.'
t.to the two dlrect questlons concernlng interest 1n school, and there
.1s not much to be 1nferred from 1nd1rect ev1dence presented 1n the
. report;f | | |
5.JfPrivateyschoolsJencourage:interest}in'higher educatiOn'and
.. lead more of their students to attend college than do public
schools with c0mparable.students (chapter 6).
' The evidence on-thisfpremise is toward a positive'answer, but
.ltfis‘not eatremeIY'strong'evidence; Therehis soﬁe‘evidence that students
hare hlgher college asplratlons and expectations in private schools .

: than do students from comparable backgrounds in publlc schools (Table 6.2.).
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”'ThehrePOrt contains‘no evidence’on this.pfemise‘
fﬁ,“_pr1vate schools are. smaller and thus brlng about greater degrees v
"' of participation in sports and other act1v1t1es than do. pub11c e
5.vschools (chapter 5) ‘ : . _ -

The ev1dence shows that th1s premlse rs true for other prlvate

' schools, but not for Cathollc schools (though Cathollc school students
V 'u_hreport hlghest school sp1r1t, and other pr1vate school students 1owest),:fl'.
'thhe fact that Cathol1c schools are smaller 1n s1ze than publlc schools (:ﬁi

' fdoes not result 1n 1ncreased part1c1pat10n 1n extracurrlcular act1v1t1es;

In addltlon, part1c1pat1on grows between the sophomore and senlor years

_1n other prlvate schools, wh11e 1t decllnes sllghtly in Cathollc and

'lpubllcisch001s.

J_?.i Private. schools have smaller class s1ze, and thus allow teachers
' and students to have greater contact (chapter 4). : '

The other pr1vate schools have sharply lower student teacher

-ratios than the publlc schools, wh11e the Cathollc schools have sllghtly
.higher ratlos.: There are fewer than half the students per teacher 1n
_other prlvate schools than 1n publlc or Cathollc schools (Table 4 2 1)

'No dlrect ev1dence on contact between students and teachers is presented.

'ﬂ_8;’_Pr1vate schools are more eff1c1ent than publlc schools, accomr‘
' -pllshlng thelr task ‘at ‘a lower cost. ' : :

o ‘The report contalns no ev1dence on thls premlse.

' Premlses underlylng pol1c1es that would" decrease the- role of

‘private schools! -

1. Prlvate schools are socrally divisive along income l1nes, creamlng
. the students from ‘higher 'income backgrounds, and segregatlng
them into elite schools (chapter 3).
v The eV1dence on thls premlse works in two d1rect10ns.l First,

among the.thrée major sectors, the other private schoolsvcontaln students

from somewhat higher income backgrounds and the Catholic schools contain
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vhstudents fron sllghtly hlgher income backgrounds than the publlc schools. ;_;
'hThe dlfferences are pr1mar11y at the hlghest and 1owest 1ncome lerels, ”;-hv.[‘
w1th.a11 three sectors hav1ng a maJorlty of students 1n a broad mlddledt
fflncome categorf rang1ng from $12 OOO to $38 000 a year,'and 51mllar |
;;:proport1ons at dlfferent levels w1th1n th1s range.. Second the rnternal ;!h
;segregatlon b& 1ncome w1th1n each'sector goes 1n.the.opp051te dlrectlon,-
'_w1th the pub11c sector show1ng sllghtly hlgher 1ncome segregatlon than
:‘elther the Cathol1c or. other pr1vate sectors,. However,-lncome-segrega—flih"
";tlon is not- hlgh wrthln any sector. The end result of these two forces
B act1ng in 0ppos1te d1rect10ns 1s that U s. schools asda.whole show :,;
vslrghtly'greaterhsegregat1on hy-lncone_thantwouldvhe'the case if prrrateﬂfh
‘-"'schoolﬁ.-student’s’ "of dlf:f.ering inCOtne l.e‘v"els:’ we"ré ;absdrbed: in:to»'thewpnb.lié )
:fschools 1n the same way that pub11c school students of d1fferrng 1ncome
- levels are currently d1str1buted among schools,' |

2. Private schools are d1v1s1ve along re11g1ous 11nes, segregatlng
~different rellglous groups 1nto dlfferent schools (chapter 3).

The.ev1dence 1s strong that thls is’ true. Bes1des the 30 percent o
of prlvate schools that are Cathol1c, enr0111ng 66 percent of all prlvate:
schoolfstudents, 25 percent of prlvate schools, enroll1ng 12-percent
‘of pr1vate school students, .are. afflllated w1th other rellglous denomlnatlons.
'Exam1n1ng rellglous segregatlon solely.ln the Cathollc/non-Cathollc
\ d1men31on, the report shows. that the great majorlty of Cathollcs are
in publlc schools, but that over 90 percent of the students in Cathollc
: schools are'Cathollc. W1th1n each sector, the Cathollc/non-Cathollc
‘segreéation>is_least in the Cathdllc‘schools themselyes,.greatest in
the_other'private éChOOlS.  The overall impact of‘the.hetween;sector

‘segregation and thefdiffering-segregation'Within sectors is, as might



be expected, that schools 1n the Unlted States are more segregated along,_"
Cathol1c/non—Cathollc l1nes than they w0uld be 1f prlvate school students,'

were absorbed 1nto the publrc schools...

VB;:?Prlvate schools are d1v151ve along rac1a1 l1nes, ‘in: two ways.ai" ”
'~:Q¢they contain few - blacks or” ‘other m1nor1t1es, -and. thus segregate

i'f;whltes in, perate schools from blacks. in- public, schools, and the

ffnprlvate sector rtself 1sjmore raC1a11y segregated than the publrclgx
‘sector (chapte”3) e _ .

' .'The ev1dence shows that the flrst of these prem1ses is: true

w1th respect to blacks but not w1th resPectlto Hlspanrcs and that,thet;;f

'llsecond is not true w1th respect to blacks or Hlspanlcs. The end result

l”w1th respect to Hlspan1cs is that the segregatron of U S. schools 1s

Tvllttle d1fferent from what 1t would be 1f there were no'prlvate schools,

| Cathol1c schools enroll about half as h1gh a proport1on of blacksTat-
ﬁas.the publlc schools, and other prlvate schools only about a quartet -;”“
uas h1gh a. proport1on._ Internally, however,'the other prlvate sector

"1718 least rac1a11y segregated and the pub11c sector by far the most

j'segregated.; The end result of these two opp031ng forces, betWeen-sector

?and w1th1n-sector, is that the segregatlon of black and whlte studentsH

1n U S. schools 1s no greater and no less than 1t would be 1f there‘

afwere no- prlvate schools, and the1r students were absorbed 1nto the pub11c

j'sector, d1str1buted among schools as publlc sector black and wh1te students‘a

" are now dlstrlbuted,'_f‘

:‘4t' Pr1vate'schools do not provlde the educatlonal range that pub11c
schools do, particularly in vocat1ona1 and other nontradltlonal
_courses or. programs (chapter 4) :

' The ev1dence on’thls premlse is that.lt-is.correct.'bschools ’b

'1n both the Catholxc and other prlvate sectors provlde.prlmarlly academlc

f programs and have few. vocat1ona1 or techn1cal courses.s Even in academlc

areas, however, some of the smaller schools in the other pr1vate sector

: have a 11m1ted range of subJects, as ev1denced by the fact that A percent
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“Qiofrstudents\in:the-other'hrihatejseetor arelinisehoo;s ﬁith ho_th;rde::
:yearhforeigh-lsnghage'eoursesr 'The;1esserreqheat{onai;rangebof'the'fﬁ:'h:
f-privaterseetor:issalso shonn“hyhthelmoreleoﬁprehensiye ehara¢terloff'
'_the°hiéh—oerfornance pnhiicfsehools conparedftofthethigﬁ%férfornenceli :f,
© private schools. S |
) SEZ;Prlrate schools have a-narrower rangerof extracurrlcular

‘;act1V1tes, and thus deprlve the1r students of part1c1patlon
s 1n school act1v1t1es outside the: classroom (chapter 5) L

ThlS‘prem1Se Is'almost the;dlrect”opposlte}of'prem1se;7;onfthei}
N other slde, so thevanswer is the same as was glven there;;fstudents'”h
11n Cathollc and‘publlc schools show ahoutAthe same”amoont of part1c1patlon
‘ 'flnve#tracurrlcular_act1v;t1es, whlle_studentsiln °th¢F;Pr1V3t¢ sohools
'shoﬁvmore;,and-particihationjis higher:for seniorsjthan for sophonores.i,
vThus thls premlse 1s not.correct;v. | | - |

6{ Prlvate schools are unhealthlly compet1t1ve, and thus pub11c
schools prov1de a healthler affectlve development (chapter 5)

The report prov1des no’ d1rect ev1dence on th1s premlse, but
the 1nd1rect ev1dence suggests that someth1ng like the reverse.1s true'x
- for the comparlson between the other pr1vate and pub11c schools.. Self—
“esteem and fate control are both higher in other prlvate sehools than eh

"If1n publlc schools,‘and'the sophomore-senror gain is greater.

7. .Facilitating theﬁnsevof_orivate schools’aids whites-hore than
‘blacks ‘and those better off finaneially at the expense of those
worse ‘off; as a result, 1t 1ncreases racial and economlc segrega—
tion: (chapter 3.

"An eXamination of the.oredicted.effeet of a $1,000.increase
©in ihcdme]for all»inCOme~gronps shows that.thiS'wouldgincrease;the
'_proportion of hlachs andVHispanies in the‘priratersector, as well asq
thehproboftion'of stndentsvfrom41OWer‘ineoﬁe families; Becense a tuition

tax credift or a school voucher would even more_greatly_facilitate priyate
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Schbol entollmentfforystudents_fromzloWer'income families3relative:to_,ﬁv

'sEStudentsﬁfron:highen;lncome famllles; we‘canieXpect-that'eitheftoftthose _..b
'?tpo11c1es‘wou1d even more greatlv anrease the proportlon of blacks orb-“"
L_fstudents.frOm'low;1ncome backgrounds 1n the prlvate sector (nrlmarlly
bﬁf1n the Cathollc sector) If elther of these p011c1es fa11ed to 1ncrease ;lf"
';the proportlon of blacks.or students from low—lncome-famllles 1n prlvatev:
-Hschools relat1ve to that‘1n the pub11c schools, then,.overall, elther b'
¢fof these pol1c1es w0u1d prov1de greater f1nanc1a1 beneflt to wh1tes v
;than to blacks, or to hlgher 1ncome than to lower 1ncome famllles; because .
,iof the tultlon reductlons for parents of those students currently enrolled
,lln thehprlvate Sectort‘»lf onefcons1dersion1v new entrantS'into:the
‘ prlvate sector,'the‘ev1dence‘from the hypothet1cal expetlment, together
'jw1th the fact that a tultlon tax credlt or voucher plan would 11ke1y |
beé more progress1ve in 1ts effect than a $l 000 1ncrease 1n 1ncone,
la'1nd1cates that blacks, Hlspan1cs, and low—lncome fam111es would dlfferen—v;
-tlally beneflt.- To conslder the educatlonallrather than the flnanclal
lbgpefitg ﬁe;ﬁs ;o.consiner"onlv_the,new.entrants‘intovthevprivate'sector; :
" fot it‘ls>on1ybtheir:educatlonrthat wouln;be-changedg thusﬂblachsiand>,‘f.

v Hispanicsbwould5di£fefentially>benefit educationally,_

Thefevidencevindicates thatrfacilitating use of private schools '

_through'policies.of the soft.descrlbed above woulo»not increase_segregation-
along_racial,of economic lines,but wouldwdecteasesit (though the‘evidence

. findicatesethat.religious segregatlon would 1ncrease) Such.policies
,would.bnlng note blacks, Hlspanlcs, and students fron lower income’ back—
-érounds intoithe”prlvate:schools, thus reduclng the between-sector segrega«I

_tion,>and these students would be moving from a sectorvof high racial

segregatlon to a sector of low rac1aI segregatlon, as well as from a

séctor sllghtly hlgher in. econom1c segregat1on to one- sllghtly lower.



‘Additional results‘relevant touthe)policy.qnestion_of'facllitatlng_?

' or‘constraining.hse'of:pnblic'schools:,'

| l.i.Atrmiddle and.higherv{ncone 1eve1s, the increase-in probabilit}-

of enrollnent of blacks w1th 1ncrease 1n 1ncome 1s‘h1gher than that e
of‘wh1tesr At v1rtually a11 1ncome levels, both the probab111ty of R
enrollment of Hlspan1cs and the 1ncrease 1n that probab111ty w1th 1ncomei-.
..: are hlgher than for non—Hlspan1c whltes. Compar1ng-Cath011csvw1th Cathollcsﬂ-%

~'and non—Cathol1cs w1th non—Cathol1cs shows that blacks have the hlghest

”,iabsolute rate of enrollment in Cathollc schools,'at low as well as hlgh

':tncomeflevels_and among both Cathollcs‘and,non-Cathollcs, ﬁhlle Hlspanlcs.
:hhaVe‘the;16westfrate.'fIn:other'pfiﬁatebschools,ublach-enrOllmentjisi"5
lonfat ail income:levels ekcept”the-veryshighest;" | |
| 2V Cathollc schools more nearly approx1mate ‘the 'common'schoolﬁ';
ideal of Amerlcan educatlon than do publ1c schools, in that the achleve-r
f ment levels of students‘from;dlfferent parental educatlonal.backgrounds,
affbiack'aﬁ& whitevstudents,‘and of Hlspanic'and non-HispaniC'ﬁhite -
vvstudents are more nearly a11ke in Cathol1c schools than in pub11c schoolsa
In addlt1on, the educatlonal asplratlons of stuoents from dlfferent f
parental“educatlonal'backgrounds are more al1ke in Cathol1c than in
public‘schools. Comparlng publlc ‘and other prlvate schools shows that .
"'students in other prlvate schools w1th parents of dlfferlng educatlon
vhave greater dlfferences in scholastic achlevement, wh1le publlc school
tudents w1th dlfferlng parentalveducatlon have.greater d1fferences

“in. educatlonal asp1rat10ns. o

: 3: ‘Important factors in br1nglng about hlgher ‘scholastic achlevement
in private schools than in pub11c schools are the greater academic demands

and more ordered enviromment in the private schools (section 6.3).
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. The evidence shows not only that the sectors differ greatly on these
dimensions, but also that within the public schools students who are
better disciplined and are in schools with more ordered environments

achieve more highly.

‘It may or may not be useful to attempt td sum up the overall.impiica—
tions'fofithe pfemises underlying policy.arguménts to facilitate orl
constr#in the use of private schools. Some of the premises on each
_side are confirmed, some on each side afeiﬂisconfirmed.v It is hard,
however, to avoid the overall copclusidﬁ that the factuai premises under-
‘llying poiicies that would facilitate use of private schools are much
better supported on the whole than those underlying policies that ﬁould
constrain their use. Or, to pﬁt it another way, the constréints impﬁsed
- on schools in the public sector (and there ié no evidence that éhdse
constraints are financial; compared with the private sector) seem to
impair their functioning as educational institﬁtions, withouﬁ providing

the more egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public schooling.
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K1 Caleulation of Standard Errors .of Estimates
- bNeitherIstandarduerrors:nor.confidence.interuals{are reported;.‘
o dns thedtabulatlons and‘analyses of ‘this. rep0rt. EInstead,-thisfsectlon"
;presents lnformat1on that allows calculatlon of approx1mate standard
?‘errors for most percentages based on student data."

The general equat1on for calculat1ng the approx1mate standard

'Uerror of a percentage 1s. .

>-b s.e. (p) >-~p(160-p)/n':-
'~pwhere p 1s the percentage for. whlch the standard error rs to be calcu-v
{lated' s.e. (p) is the approxlmate standard error of p,‘A rs a correct1on ;;
factor, whlch 1ncreases w1th the departure of the sample-form a s1mple
-random sample through clusterlng or. other aspects of thelsample de31gn,
and-n ls the unwelghted number of students 1n the part1cular class over _f
lwh1ch the percentage is calculated. (For example, table 3 1.1. est1mates
1that 5 8 percent of sophomores in Cathol1c schools -are black. The un~ .
.welghted number of sophomores in Cathol1c schools, which’ is 2 831—-see
:_table A 1 1 below—-ls the correct value of n for calculatlng the standardd_
“error of thls percentage.;)‘

| “The values of A and n for classes on. wh1ch most of the percent-
. fageS'lnlthls report arelbased-are gluen‘in'table A.l. 1. When percentages

oare’ based on dlfferent c1a851f1cat10ns or on subc1a351f1cat10ns w1th1n

' each.oftthese'cla581f1cat1ons,'1t is approprrate'to use the.subclass‘

1Th1s does not take 1nto account sample size reductlon by non-
response.v Throughout the report, nonresponses are excluded from the
 base on which the percentage is calculated. An approximate reduction
-0of n for nonresponse can be determined from the marginals provided
in "High School and Beyond Informatlon for Users, Base Year (1980) Data,
'avallable from NCES._-: S


https://clustering..or

i 51ze together w1th the laréest correct1on factor of those.shonn 1n the :ie
';table that could apply to the subclass.;pﬂhr | ‘ | -

The equat1on for calculatlng standard errors; together w1th
the data shown 1n table A l 1, were used to calculate approx1mate stanrs
dard errors for percentages of 50 percent; 10 percent, and 90 percent
(the. latter two of wh1ch have the same standard error) f These are glnen R
in table A 1. 2.'31. e = ‘ o . |

It should'be-enphasiaedfthat?these”standardverrorseareiapproa?;”
"rmatlons intended merely to provrde gu1dance as'to the confldence 1nterva1';
around a‘percentage estlmate, or the chance that a dlfference between
vtwo percentages could be due to samp11ng error.lb | | |

bf For estlmatlon of approxlmate standard errors for data from

:-the school questlonnalres, a conservatlve estlmate can be obtalned by
assumlng ‘A to be the ‘same as’ for student data,.and taklng n from the
:number of schoolsvshown for the relevant class in table A. l 3 a non—lf:
conservatlve‘estlmate can be obta1ned by assunlng A=l for all classes
of,schools..

'A.2 Calculation of Measures of the Distribution
of Students within Sectors

The measures employed in chapter 3‘for descrlblng varlatlons
;inAstudent'mlx_among schoolshw1th1npa sector aré described below. The
measure1of.interracia1"contaCt‘nithin alsector.lsgconstructed as follows.
'If we number the schoolsiin.the sector 1, ...k;bﬁj.n;-and'consider the

first school, there is a given proport1on of wh1tes 1n that school.

‘cail thiszi . There 1s also a certaln number of blacks in the school
- Call this nyy e Then, for this number of blacks, the proportlon of whltes
in thelr school is Pl If we average thls proportlon over all schools,.

. weighting by'thefnumber of blacks, we obtain the des1red measure, whlch
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we will call Shw? the propbrtion of white children in the school of

the average black child.

In

- 3 1bPiw
*bw o (1)
. . kp
" or for groups i and ]
Zn
1 Zn .
x ki

This measure»is affected not only by the degree of segregation
between two groups amoegbschools in the sector, but also by the overall
psopertion of students in each group. If there are few black children
in a sector, for example, then whether or not ;here is the same propor-
tion of blacks in each school, the average-whlte student will have a
small proportlon of black chlldren in his or her other school. Because'
of thls, it is valuable to have a measure of Just how far from an even
distribution across the schools the actual dlstrlbutlon is, that 18,

a measure that ls standardlzed for the number of,wh;tes and blacksvln
the schOolxtype. Such a measure can be constructed, with a value ofv
0 if there is no segregation between the two groups in question and

a value of 1.0 if segregation is complete.

The standardized measure'is'constructed as follows. Let the
proportion of children from group j in the sector be Pj' If the same
proportion of children from group j were in each school, then 85 would
be equal to pj. 'if the children of group j were all in schools by them-
‘selves, totally isolated from'children_of group 1i, s]._j would be 0.

Thus a measure of how far s.. is from p. is (p. - s..)/p.. This we
. ij Pj pj = 8;5)/p;
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will call rij’ which may be thought of as a measure of segregation.

The formula is:

. P: — S.:.
r., =~ 1] (3)
1] Pj o

It is important that, although the standardized measure is a measure
of the segregation of children in one group from those in another, it

is the unstandardized measure that measures directly the presence of

children from one group in schools attended by children of another g‘roup.",_i‘_,:'E

Thus the proportion of black schoolmates for the average white child
may be low, without the measure of segregation beingbespecially high.
'vIn'order to compute these measures from the High School and
Beyond data, sopﬁomores and seniofs are combined to give a morevpreciée
estimate; Students are assigned their design weights (which may difféf
for sophomofes and seniors), and the prbportion of each relevant group‘
in fhe school is estimated from the weighted numbers in each group.
In use of eqﬁation (2), n, ., the number of students from group i in
school k, is the number weighted by the design weight. If we had infor-
mation on the whole sophomore'and senior classes, it would be valuable
to coﬁétrdct measures of contagt and éegregation at each of the two
grade levels.
A.3 Caléulation of Measures of the Distribution

of Students Relative to the Racial or
Ethnic Composition of the Local Area

This section describes the measures employed to compare the
racial compositions of schools with those of local areas. Interest
in such»comparisons derives from concern over the accessibility of
private eduéation for students of different minority groups. To follow
the line of presentation &eveloped with the measures 853 and ri50 we

will conceptualize the problems here in terms of an "average student.”
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The first measure can bgvseén as addressing a question abdﬁt
the geographic accessibility of "places" in private education for stu-
dents of different groups. If the average student within a given sector
‘attends .a school that is located in an area that has a lower proportion
of, say, blacks, than the average student within another sector, then
the conclusion would be that the education provided by schools in the
former sector tends t§ be less geographically accessible to blacks than
the education provided by schools in the latter sector. Thus, if the
schools in a sector are numbered 1, ...k, ...n, and the first school
is considered, this school is located in an area that has some propor-
tion of its population that‘is black. Call this proportion P1p° There
are a certain number of students in this school, n, and, for this number
of students, .the proportion of blacks in the local area of their school
is P1pe If this student-weighted proportion ié averaged over allischools,
we obtain the measure, which will be called Uy the proportion of blacks
in the local area of the school attended by the average student:

: inkpkb
U

b - Zn
k
k

(1)

or for any population group i:

inkpki
U, =

S e (2)
1 Ing
k A

The proportion obtained for each sector can be compared to those of
the other sectors in a straightforward fashion.

A second measure follows directly from the first. If geographic
accessibility ié taken as given, the question arises, How do the aétual
enrollments in the different sectors compare to the compositions of

the areas where their constituent schools are located? If the schools
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within a given sector enroll numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics
that‘aré gggyortiongl to the numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics
living in the areas where the schools are located, then schools of this
sector reflect exactly the racial-ethnic composition of the areas where
they are lbcated. 1f, however, the average student in a given sector
attends a school that has a lower proportion of, say, blacks or Hispanics,.
then this means that blacks or Hispanics are not attending schools of
this sector despite geographic accessibility. Thus, while the first
measure is designed to describe the geographic accessibility of schools
in a particular sector to a particular group, the second is designed
to describe the degree to which enrollment of that group matches the
proportion in the geographic area.

The meésure to be constructed is a measure of the difference
in proportion of a given group in the school and in the surrounding

area, weighted by school enrollment. The measure is constructed as

follows:
Loy = 9y
V., = (3)
i I n,
k
where n, is the number of students in school k, Pi; is the proportion

of the population of the area where school k is located that is of group
i, and 9 ; is the proportion of school k's enrollment that is of group i.
Since the sum of the weighted proportions Qs is simply equal to the
overall proportion of group i in the sector (see tables 3.1.1 and
3.1.2), equation (3) reduces to

Lompyg

(4)
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where q; is the proportion of the sector's total enrollment that is

of group i. The measure Vi for sector X can be expressed by the state-

~ment, "The average student in sector X attends g school with a propor-

tion of students in group i that is smaller by Vi than the proportion

of youth ﬁhat are of group i in the area in which the school is lodayed."x
,Although it was not used in this ieport, one can éstimate the

extent to which the student weighted schools in a given sector vafy

in terms of differences from this ovefall sector measure, with a devi-

ation score, Di’ analogous to a variance. It is calculated as follows:

by » 3
g V(Pki " Gy~ Yy)
D, = , (5)
i ZIn

Kk k

A.4 Estimating Cognitive Achievement

Tables A./4.1 and A.4.2 provide the regression coefficients as

well as Rz's for sophomores and seniors in both the public and private

'sectors used for predicting achievement in each of the tests analyzed ~

in sections 6.2 and 6.3. Means for each of the background variables

used in the equation are found in table A.4.3.



TABLE A.l.1

CORRECTION FACTORS AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASSES ON WHICH MOST PERCENTAGES
FROM STUDENT DATA IN REPORT ARE BASED

Private High SPilrt;)olrSmance
U.S. Total| Public - SThes 1‘; 9 -

Total Catholic Private Public Private
Sophomores
A (correction factor) 1.614 1.529 2.160 1.942 2.597 1.614 2.597
n (sample size) 30,263 26,448 3,462 2,831 631 370 353
Seniors
A {(correction factor) ... 1.620 1.509 2.255 2.038 2.689 . 1.620 2.689
n (sample size) ......... | 28,465, 24,891 3,248 2,697 551. 311 326

4The correction factor A for total private is calculated as an average of the Catholic and other
private correction factors, weighting the Catholic correction factor by 2 and the other private by 1.

bThe high performance public correction factor is taken to be the same as that for the public sector
as a whole. '

CThe hiéh performance private correction factor is taken to be the same as that for the other
private sector. '
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TABLE A.1.2

APPROXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR PERCENTAGES BASED ON PRINCIPAL
CLASSIFICATIONS USED IN REPORT

High Performance
Private Schools
U.S. Total | Public _ T e
Total Catholic Public Private
. Private
' Sophomores v
P = 50 percent ..eeccsn. 0.46 0.47 - 1.84 1.82 5.17 4,20 . 6.91
P = 90 percent or :
10 percent ¢ s 000 0.28 . 0-28 1-10 1009 3.10 : 2.52 . 4~15
Seniors
p = 50 percent .i..cenn 0.48 0.48 1.98 1.96 5.73 ' 4.59 ~ 7.45
p = 90 percent or v
10 percent ...ceas 0.29 0.29 1.19 1.18 3.44 . 2.76 447




TABLE A.1.3

OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN REPORT

Major Sectors

High~Performance

U.S. Schools
Case Unit Total
Public Catholic Private Public |Private
Total students 58,728 51,339 5,528 1,182 '682 679
: (58 ,049)2
Sophomores 30,263 26,448 2,831 631 370 353
(29,910)2 ’
Seniors 28,465 24,891 2,697 551 311 | 326
' (28,1392
Number of schools 1,015 894 84 27 12 11
(1,004)?
aExcluding high-performance private schools.
Y y -
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TABLE A.l.4

WEIGHTED NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN REPORT

. High-Performance
Case Unit U.s. Maqor Sectors Schools
nt Total
Public Catholic Private Public | Private
Total students 6,852,441 6,195,294 429,217 226,014 88,788 1,916
‘ (6,850,525)2 '
Sophémores 3,787,782 ‘ 3,436,168 228,417 122,190 44,889 | 1,007
(3,786,775)%
. | ‘ -
Seniors : 3,064,659 2,759,126 200,800 103,824 43,899 909 ta
- (3,063,750)° |
Number of schools 20,316 15,766 1,571 2,966 128 13
(20,303)2

aExcluding high-performance private schools.
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TABLE A.4.1
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND EXPLAINEﬁ VARIANCE (Rz)
FOR TABLE 6.2.1: SOPHOMORES
Public Private
Read- Vocab- | Mathe- Read- | Vocab- | Mathe-
ing ulary matics ing ulary matics
Intercept 2.092 2.186 5.665 2.629 2.843 7.696
BE101 -.007 ;035 .090 055 .053 .061
BB042 .060 .072 .087 .101 .058 .062
BB039 077 .098 .186 .053 .111 152
Number siblings -.046 ~.060 -.069 -.083 -.098 -.118
BB103 .036 .025- .119 .032 -.001 .112
Two-parent household .061 .015 .236 .203 -.105 -.266
BB037B -.009 -.028 .008 .009 | .028 -.014
BBO37C -.071 -.067 -.165 -.16? -.166 -.359
BB047G .079 .067 .059° .085 .010 .018
BB104C .245 .111 .257 -.158 -.100 -.522
BB104D -.007 .054 +265 .172 .361 .488
BB104G .252 <294 .379 -391 .561 .899
' BB10AI 331 .291 .685 437 .248 .521
Father's expectation .180 .134 486 .108 .113 .396
Mother's expectation - 476 .381 1.167 479 .373 i.256
Hispanic =.710 -.543 ~-1.632 -.312 -.304 -.971
Black -.927  -.848 -2.254 | -.124  -.628 -1.284
Other private DNA DNA DNA -.170 -.027  -.031
Elite DNA DNA DNA .966 1.161 2.484
2 215 L2540 121 169 .150
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<TABLE A.4.2

' ‘ : 2
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND EXPLAINED VARTANCE (R")
FOR TABLE 6.2.1: SENIORS

Public Private

Read- Vocab- | Mathe- Read- Vocab~ | Mathe-

ing ulary matics ing ulary matics

Intercept 3.020 2.909 6.800 3.623 3.621 8.917
BB101 -.006 .034 .062 -.092 -.052 .030
BB042 .054 077 .a121 .039 .081 .116
BB039 .065 .081 ;181 .088 .077 .194
Number siblings ~.041 -.061 ’-;026 -.038 -.080 -.059
BB103 ’ .021 .014 .059 .018 .036 -.050
Two-parent household .031 -.078 .150 .073 .150 -.388
BB037B -.023 .008 -.018 -.017 -.028 -.273
BB037C -.097 -.117 =242 ~-.142 -.136 .222
BB047G .083 .065 .032 .039 .057 ~.010
BB104C .059 .067 026 | -.058  ~-.110  -.410
BB104D .045 .155 .303 .036 .140 .398
BB104G .369 .319 464 .357 486 .857
BB104I .364 .331 .986 .501 .375 .899
Father's expectation .312 .293 844 .271 .131 .317
Mother's expectation .525 .464 - 1.364 505 496 2.019
Hispanic -1.072 -.792 -1.944 -.346 ;.334 ~1.080
Black -1.103 -1.058 -2.435 -.537 ~.574 -1.567
Other private DNA DNA DNA .178  -.034 .129
Elite DNA | DNA DNA 1.116 1.084 2.559
R 196 .237 264 | 113 .157 .20
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TABLE A.4.3

MEANS FOR REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS IN TABLE 6.2.1

Sophomores Seniors ) 0
Public Private Public Private
BB101 4.058 4.888 4.266 .  5.059 = »
BBO42 4.103 5.207 4.177 5.000
BBO39 4.531 5.914 4.653 5.843
Number siblings 2.999 2.811 3.065 2.920
BB103 6.840 7.586 6.949 7.485
Two~parent household 744 .830 .751 .825
BBO37B 2.022 1.888 1.928 1.770
BBO37C 2.127 1.874 1.930 1.742
BBO47G 2.228 2.301 2,385 2.487
BB104C .766 864 .816 ©.900
BB104D .6397 .801. .704 -846
BB104G .733 .856 .785 .888
BB104I .697 .814 .769 .861
father's expectation .510 .726 .537 .733
Mother's expectation .592 .778 .618 .782
Hiépanic .076 064 .061 .058 -
Black .146 .044 .120 049 |
Other private | DNA .348 DNA' <342 | "
Elite | DNA .022 DNA .003




. APPENDIX B

ITEMS FROM THE STUDENT AND SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRES
USED IN THE ANALYSIS ‘



B.1 Items from the Student Questionnaire : f

" %

EBO04A--K

4. Starting with the beginning of the_tenth grade and through the end of this school year how
O much course work will you have taken in each of the following subjects?”

»
Count only courses that meet at least three times (or three periods) a week. (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE) Ig:;z:
12 1 112 2 2 1/2 3 3
m _,Yeﬂ M years years years years years
a. Mathematies .............. O..... O..... O......! O...... @ TN & FU O..... Q..
b. English or literature ...... O..... O..... O.....Q0..... OO O.....0..
e. French ................... O..... O..... @ R Ol (@ I < U O.....0..
d. German .................. O..... O..... Q... 0. [ TN O..... O..... ..
e. Spanish................... O, Q... O.....! O...... Q... O..... O..... ..
f. History or social studies ...O..... O..... O.....O... .. (> N O..... O..... Q..
g Science ..........o.eo.... O.....O..... O.....! O...... Q... O..... O..... O..
h. Business, office, orsales ...O..... O..... O.....! ... ..., O..... ..., ..
i. Trade and industry ........ O..... O..... O . Ol (@ T O..... O..... ..
j-  Technical courses ......... O..... O..... O..... ! O...... LG G U O..... ..
k. Other vocational courses ...O..... O..... OO0 ..., ..., O 0.,
YBO06A--K
6. During the tenth grade, including all of this school year, how much course work will you have
O taken‘in each of the following subjects? Count only courses that meet at least three times (or
three periods) a week. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) '
1/2 1 More than
None year vear 1 year
a. Mathematics .......... Q... O..... Q..... O..... _
b. English or literature ..Q..... O..... O..... Q.....
e. French ............... Q..... O..... Q... O.....
d. German .............. Q..... Ol O..... O.....
e. Spanish....... PO Q..... O..... ..., O,
1. History or social , .
2 studies ..........unes Q... O..... Q... O,
: g. Science ........oon.un. Q..... O..... Q... C.....
h. Business, office, or
sales ................ Q... O..... O..... ...
4 i. Tradeandindustry ....QC..... O.....0..... ...,
j- Technical courses ..... Q... O.....O.. .. ...
k. Other vocational '
COUrSeS ......v...... Q... O..... ..., @ R

* First two letters in variable identification refer to grade of respondents;’
"EB" refers to seniors (elder), "YB" refers to sophomores (younger), and 'BB"
refers to items asked both of :
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YB009A--K

9. During the 11th and 12th grades, how much course work do you plan to take in each of the
O following subjects? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

More Don't
1/2 1 1172 2 " than know
_I'\:Ple_ E}; Z_e_a: years years 2 years yet
a. Mathematies .......... O....0O.. .. Ol (@ I O, O..... O......
b. Englishor literature ..O..... ... [ I O...... O..... O..... O......
c. French ............... O..... C... Ol O, O..... C..... O
d German .............. O, O..... ! ... (@ N O..... O..... 4> R _
e. Spanish............... O..... O..... O...... O (@ U O 0O,
f. History or social
studies ..............QO..... O..... Ol Q... O..... O, O......
g. Science ............... O, O.... ¥ & NN ' P O..... O..... O......
h. Business, office, or )
sales ...l O...e. O..... O O O..... O..... O......
i. Tradeand industry ....O..... O..... Onnns O O, O..... @ N
j.  Technical courses ..... O O..... > N O O, O ... O,
k. Other vocational

COUTSES «vvvrnnnnn... O..... O..... O...... O OO O

EBOO5SA--G

5. Which of the following courses have you taken, counting the courses you are taking this
semester? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) '

Yes, No, have
have taken not taken
a. First-year algebra ......... O ...
b. Second-year algebra ....... Ol O...
c. Geometry ................. O O....
d. Trigonometry ............. O, O....
e. Caleulus .................. O O....
f. Physics ..oovvvvirninennns Ol ...
g. Chemistry ................ O......... O....

BB011

13. Have you ever been in any of the following kinds of courses or programs in high school?
O (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

-
by
w

No
a. Remedial English (sometimes called basic or essential) ................cooiiiiil. .0
b. Remedial Mathematics (sometimes called basie or essential) ........c.evvevevnnn.. OO
e. Advanced or honors programin English ... ..o i, O.O
d. Advanced or honors program in Mathematics ........coovvvviiiiriitnionnenane, OO
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BBO15

15. Approximately what is the average amount of fime you spend on homework a week?
(MARK ONE)

No homework iseverassigned ..............cccvviunun. O
I have homework, but [ don'tdoit ........... P O
Lessthan 1 hour aweek ..........eeveiuiennennenennnn. O
Between 1 and3 hoursaweek ......ocoveienensannnnn.. O
More than 3 hours, less than 5 hoursaweek ............. O
Between 5and 10 hoursaweek ..........coeiiuin..... O
Morethan 10 hoursaweek .....coovvveinnnrunrananennn. O

BBO16

17. Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were
O  you absent from school for any reason, not counting illness? (MARK ONE)

NONE ittt it eieaenasenrannnnneanasd ()
10 2 days . oeitiverereetenaanernsaniannesaaaaaaanas (@)
BOr 4 days viiiiei et O
R I K4 s £ < O
111015 daYS corviriiininietiereinecranararnanrannannaad O
161020 daYS +ovvvienr e iiieraeiaracaataaer e O )
QL OFTNOTE - eeereeeeeareranesnanencnessnesnenennnnsd )

BB0O17
18. Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were
O  you late ito schoel? (MARK ONE)

F L) £ 1 D O
10T 2 daYS ettt et e (@)
BT 4 daYS v iiiitiii i -
R R (s C1 I O
11tol15days ........... e et e e eaae et O
161020 days .vovernineete it O

A ) B ¢4 00) « - R S O
YB019A—-F '

19. To what exient are the following disciplinary matters problems in your school? (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Often Sometimes Rarely or
happens happens never happens
Students don’t attend '
SChool ..o.iviiiiiiii O O O.......
Students cut classes, even
if they attend school ............ O G R O,
Students talk back to
teachers ..........c.cooeevnial. Ol Ovieienns O.......
Students refuse to cbey _
instructions ............eecuenn. O R L G S [ >
Students get in fights

with eachother ................ O Q... O,
Students attack or threaten )
to attack teachers .......... e O O..... e ' J



YB020A-~E

20. Listed below are certain rules which some schools
in your scheol, (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

have. Please mark those which are enforced

School grounds closed to students at lunch -
1217t |- J O e e O
Students responsible to the school for
property damage .............. et eteteerenevaienaaas O
Hall passesrequired .................... rereaens ceneaen O a
“Nosmoking”"rules .......ccovviiivinnn Cerertierenen O
Rules about student dress .......coviviiiiiviiennrannnns O
BB0O19
-22. Did you do any work for pay last week, not counting work around the house? {MARK ONE) .
Yes coovviniinn... -
No .oovrvviinninn, -
BB032B--G, J, L--0 and YBO34L ,
34. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school this
vear? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) '
Have Have
not participated
participated actively
a. Athletic teams - in or
outofschool ..........ooviiiiina.... Ol @ N
b. Cheer leaders, pep club,
MAJOTretteS vouvvnvrienn i eaaaas O Q.........
c. Debatingordrama ..... .................. (€ Ot
d. Bandororchestra ......................... > FOUUOY G
e. Chorusordance ...........ccovevenennn.... [ N Oeennnn
f. Hobby clubs such as photography,
"~ model building, hot rod, electronies,
erafts .o ' @ T Onvennnnn
g. School subject-matter elubs, such as e
science, history., language, business,
B .1 o A [ TP Onevennnn.
h. Vocational education elubs, such as
Future Homemakers, Teachers, .
Farmers of Ameriea, DECA, +
FBLA,or VICA ... '@ YT Orvinnnns
i.  Youth organizations in the community,
such as Scouts, Y, ete. ... ................ Oeveannnnn Y @ YOI
}. Church activities, including
youthgroups ........ ..o i, .. [ N Oeaeennns
k. Junior Achievement ....................... Oeceaannn ¥ @ YT
_ L Coopelub ... i, '@ TP V@ Y



b

BBO32A--0%*

B-5

32. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school this

year? (MAKE ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

® e A

*For the analysis in this report, last two categories were collapsed.

Have
) participated
Have actively (but
not not as a leader
participated or officer)
Varsity athleticteams .........covvuienio.. ! O O.......
- Other athletic teams - in or

out of sehool .....oovveiiiieiieeriiniiiiii O R O.......
Cheer leaders, pep club, v
TNAJOTELLES, e vevnernrrennvnnennnecnnsonannsl O I Ol
Debatingordrama .........coevenens e O O.......
Bandororchestra .....ovovveiiievneneneenOiiininnnnnnn. Ol
ChOrus Or dance ........ceeeeeeeneracoaannad O O.......
Hobby clubs such as photography,

mode! building, hot rod, electronics,

Crafls . iviriiiri il (G O
Honorary clubs, such as Beta Club or

National Honor Society .......coveveuvn... @D N O
School newspaper, magazine, yearbook, ,

annual ........ P AN '@ NP Ot
School subject-matter clubs, such as

science, history. language,. business, :

P O.......
Student council, student government,

politicalelub ......covvviiiiiiieiee e . Ol O.......
Vocational education clubs, such as

Future Homemakers, Teachers,

Farmers of America, DECA,

FBLA,or VICA ......iiiiiiniienaaina! [ U O.......
Youth organizations in the community,

such as Scouts, Y,ete. ..vovevennennnann..! G |G
Church activities, including youth ,

ELOUDS «vvvrenernrnnrenenennnressraenesaliiiennnnn. O
Junior Achievement .........cocieivieei .. O, O,

Have
participated
as a leader

or officer

© BB036A--K
36. Which of the following people live in the same household with ? (R '
S At 1 you? (MARK ALL THAT
a. Ilivealone ... ... .. i O
b. Father ............... T O
e. Other male guardian '
{step-father or foster father) ...................... O
Mother ... . @)
Other female guardian :
(step-mother or foster mother) .................... O
f. Brother({s) and/or sister(s)
tincluding step-or half-) ... ... ... . ()
g. Grandparentis) ...................... el O
h. My husband/wife ................................... O
i Mychildormyechildren ............ ... ... ... O
j. Other relativets) (childrenor adults) ....._........... O
k. Non-relative(s) (childrenor adults) ................. O



BBO37A—-C

37. Did your mother {stepmother or female guardian) usually work during the following peﬁqﬂs of

your life? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Did not ‘Worked Worked Does not

. wark part-time full-time Don't know apply
a. When you were in high school .......... Ol [ N Ol O O
b. When you were in elementary school ... O.......... [ N @ N Ol O
c. Before you went to elementary school ... O.......... O O, Ol O

BB0 39

39. What was the highest level of eduecation your father (stepfather:' or male guardian) completed?
O (MARK ONE) :

Do not live with father (stepfather or male guardian) .........coiveiiunrrnr e O
Less than high school graduation ............... ... coiiiiion..n. eeenees e O
High school graduationonly ....... .. ... ....... e e e e etreaeee e iee e eaaaaa, (@]
Vocational, trade, or business ‘Less than two b=} o T <
school after high school Two years OF MMOTE . .eenninneinenanininseanannn. '®)
Less than two yearsofcollege ...................... O
Two or more years of college

{including two-year degree} ..........coououn.... O
College program .........coceve..... Finished college (four- or five-year degree) ......... O
Master’s degreeor equivalent ............c..oo..... O

Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced
professionaldegree ..............oiiiviiinin... O
DOm t KIOW L. &)

BB042

42. What was the highest level of education vour mother (stepmother or female guardian)
O completed? (MARK ONE)

[SAME AS ABOVE]
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BBO46A—-C
46. Are the following statements about your parents true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR
each line)
Does
not
_ True False apply
a. My mother (stepmother or female guardian) keeps close
track of how well I am doing inschool ...........c.vuven... Q..... OO
b. My father (stepfather or male guardian) keeps close
track of how well I am doing in school ........ e Q... o..... O
c. My parents (or guardians) almost always know where ,
Tamand what 'mdoing ......covveinieninneneeineannennns Q..... O..... O

BB048

48. During week days about how many hours per day do you watch TV? (MARK ONE)

BBO50A--E

Don't wateh TV during week .............

Less than 1 hour

1 hour or more, lessthan2 ...............
2 hours or more, lessthan3d ..............
3 hours or more, lessthan4 ..............
4 hours or more, less thanb ..............
590 g ¢ ¢ 1) o - AN

............... o
............... o
............... o
............... O
............... O
............... o

50. What do the following pebple think vou ought to do after high school? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE) ' ’

PP DR

BBO53E--H

Enter a
trade
school .
Get 2 or an Enter They I Does
Go to  full-time appren- military don't don’t not
college - job ticeship  service care know apply
Your father ............... O..... O..... O O (@ YU ... O
Your mother .............. O..... O..... @ N @ [ P @ IR @)
A guidance counselor . ..... O..... > F C..... ..., (@ P O, O
Teachers .................. O..... O O..... O.....d (@ W O..... O
Friends or relatives .
about your own age ...... O, O O..... Ol '@ Y ' J N O

53. Please rate vour school on each of the following aspects. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH

LINE)

= I

Teacher interest in students
Effective discipline
Fairness of diseipline
Sehool spirit

.............

.....................

...................

...........................

Don’t

Poor Fair Good Excellent krow
OO O Ol Q..
OO O...... O ..
O O Q... O O..
OO Q...... ..., Q..
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58. How do vou feel about each of the following statements? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH
LINE) "
Agree Disagree No
strongly  Agree Disagree strongly opinion
a. I take a positive attitude toward
V2 -] ¢ R O..... O..... O...... O..... Q..
b. Good luck is more important than .
hard work for success .........-..... O..... O..... Q...... O..... Q...
c. I feel I am a person of worth,
on ar equal plane with others ........ O..... O..... e N @D JPT O....
d. I am able to do things as well
as most other people ...... v rereneens G..... O..... Q...... O..... O....
e. Every time I try to get ahead,
something or somebody stops me ..... O, O..... O...... O..... O....
f. Planning only makes a person
unhappy, since plans hardly '
ever work out anyway ............... O..... ..., O...... O, O....
g. People who accept their condition
in life are happier than those
who try to change things ............ O..... Q... [ PO O..... O....
h. On the whole, I am satisfied ,
withmyself ...ooovvirniiaaaaan.. O..... O..... Q... ! O..... ...
i.  What happens to me is my :
OWNdoINg .overveinrrnriiaeaisians O..... O..... O, ... O
j. At times I think I am no ’
goodatall .........iiiiiiiiiiiia, O..... O..... Ol O O....
k. When I make plans, I am almost .
certain I can make them work ....... O..... C..... ...l O..... O..
. 1 feel I do not have much to :
beproud of ......ceiiiriaiiiiaaan. O..... O..... O..... O..... O....

BBO59A--F

59. Are the following statements about your experiences in school true or false? (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

True False
a. Iam satisfied with the way my education is going ...............0...... O
b. I have had disciplinary problems in school during the last year O...... O
c. Taminterested inschool ......oivereivenenneenenncencacanrnas.! O...... O
d. Ihave been suspended or put on probat:on inschool .............! O...... O
e. Everyonceinawhilelcutaclass ... ..ol Ol Q,
f. Idontfeelsafeatthisschool ......vvinrviirinironinennnna.. 5 R O

BBO61E

67. Are the following statements about yourself true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH
LINE)

True False

e. Iliketowork hardinschool .................... LS O ...
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BBO65S
69. As things stand now, how far in school do you think you will get? (MARK ONE)
o .
Less than high school graduation ..........coooaiaeianans Meesianenetessasansonansanaernnanes
High school graduationonly. ........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiainaan. eenanans e P
Vocational, trade. or business . { Lessthan tWO Vears ....cceeceercecsunnsnnenascnonns @)
school after high school TWOYEArSOr MOYE ..ocuuvenmcrennronssrasranessosns @)
Less than two yearsofcollege ..........coeveninnaass O
Two or more years of college ’
(including two-year degree) ..............c.ooo.ns (&)
College program .........coceeceueeens Finish college (four- or five-year degree) ............ O
: Master’s degree or equivalent .............ooian.... O
Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced )
professional degree ........c..ceeiiiiiiiiiinaanss O

YBO72A & B, BBO68BA & B

72. Did you expect to go to college when you were in the followmg grades? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

Was Hadn't

When you were . .. . . . . bt  thought

- Y_gs_ .I\_o sure about it
a Intheﬁthgrade?....o ..... O....O. ... O
b. Inthe 7th grade? LL.OL OO O
c. Inthe8thgrade? ....O..... O, O ...
d. Inthe9thgrade? ....CO.,.... .. ....C..... & ...

In the 9th grade? ....O.....O.....O. . .! O

BBOG68A & B, EBOGSC & D

68. Did you expect to go to college when you were in the following grades? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

When you were . . . _ Wn:ts t}::f:;',tt
Yes Ne sure  about it .
a. Inthe8thgrade? ...... O O..... O..... Q...
b. Inthe9th grade? ...... (@ N O.....0O..... O,
¢. Inthe10th grade? ..... Q... O..... O..... O....
d. Inthe1lth grade? ..... Q..... O..... O..... O....

EBO73

73. If vou plan to work full time after high school, do you have a definite job lined up for you after
you leave high sehool? (MARK ONE)

Yes, I'll continue inajobInowhave ................. O
Yes. I haveanewjoblinedup ...coceeiienmrennireena-s
No, but I've inquired at employment agencies

or potential emplovers, locked in the

newspapers. etc.. O
No, I haven’t done anything yet togetajob .............. &
Do not plan to work full time after

highsehool ... .o i aeass o
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Background information .

BB0O83
83. Sex: : .
(MARK ONE) :
Male .......... O
Female .......... O
BBOB87A-~G
87. Do you have any of the following conditions? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)
a. Specific learning disability ............. heriieeaens O
b. Visualhandieap .....ovvnniiniiiiireinenennennnss -
¢. Hardofhearing .....covvrimiiiiereneininenrarnnns O
B, Dealness coveevernereereraneeenssneescsonosnenanes O
e. Speechdisability .......cooviiiiriiiiiiininn.n. O
f. Orthopedichandicap ........coevevieivinncannnnn. O
g. Other health impairment ............ P O
' BB08S ,

- 88. Do you feel that you have a physieal eondition that limits the kind or amount of work you can do
on a job, or affects your chances for more education? (MARK ONE)

NOTE: The following four questions pertain to fundamental freedoms of expression. These and other
questions will provide helpful information for the interpretation of survey results. If you have any
reservations about answering questions 91, 92, 93 and 94, please remember that you may leave them

unanswered.
BB091
‘ 91. What is your religious background? (MARK ONE)
Baptist +v.oivvvrirnnnen. e UTUTURR O
Methodist ...ovviveiinii ittt ieee et eeaaeeannns v O
Lutheran ..o e O
Presbyterian ......ocoverimiinoinennrennnnnns e eeeeeene &)
Episcopalian ......coiiiniiiiiii i e oo
Other Protestant denomination .................... eeres O
Catholie ....... eeeetretetetatncaeaeneatnennsntaosraran O
Other Christian .......c.oviiniiine it iieeieennnnannns O
0 Y« I <
Otherreligion ...t iiecannnn. e O

NODE . it O
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BB089

90. What is your race? (MARK ONE)
BlacKk oot e e et O
W Hite it i ettt ettt O
American Indian or Alaskan Native ...........oovuoio.. O
Asianor PacificIslander ..........ccoovviiiiiiinennnn. O
077 7Y O
BB090O

91. What is your origin or descent? (If more than one, please mark below the one you consider the
O  most important part of your background.) (MARK ONE)

HISPANIC OR SPANISH:

Mexican, Mexican-American, Chicano .......c.veiirieeieneieiennreerorasnsnorcnsasarasnnns (@
CUBAN, CUDANO ..ot ittt ettt e st tasatessesieenaeneenosntesensenensensanuensesannnes O
Puerto Rican, Puertorriqueno or Boricua ...........overiierneeruniennnnnn. . O
Other Latin Ameriean, Latino, Hispanic, or Spanishdeseent ........oviiiiiiiiianeiinnnnnne. O
NON-HISPANIC:
African: : .
AT O AT ICAN ot ittt tintennereensnnraeanennesessaneeensesnaenesausenasansanssensans O
West Indian or Carribean .........oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it ei e O
AlaskanNative ......ccoiiiiinenns.. et e e et nearee et r e ae et ea areaoaaaaereaerraan O
American INAIan ..o iii ittt ittt iier et eeareearetaan e erranaerreioanas O
Asian or Pacific. Islander:
ChINESE «vvivrrnrernrereenenernnes e e e e e e et et aaaan '®)
T+ 1o S @)
Indian, Pakistani or other South Asian ......... A (@)
B o T YT erereaans O
Korean ........ e, ettt asae et e raas @)
VIetnamMEsE ot iirer i neiarrunrerrraennnensanecnnns e tseeeneeertanatan s et nann O
Other Pacific Islander ........ooiiiiniiiiii ittt it ittt ieeecttreanensnnenananrans @)
Other Asian ................ e tae e e et et ®)
European: :
English or Welsh L. i i ittt eeeenesnsonsansaanoeansaans &
b8 4T3 11 ¢ S DN O
Lo g T N S e o
0 R e h e ea s aaaais O
Irish .oovieiiiinen e . S S o
| AT T S PO O
o T O e, O
o oY= 1T O
Ay 1+ L O
Scottish ... iiinna... ettt et ettt ()
L0 144T) o Y31 ] o1 ¥ s R O
Canadian (French) ....... e e e et taeeetae e ettt aa et (@
Canadian (Other) - . .ttt ettt et O

nited Sates 0Ny ..ottt it ittt e es e et e s aeananctocansotanneaioneaneaannas O

Other (WRITE IN)




B-12

e ®
BB095
96. Did anyone at home read te you when you were young before you started school? (T\IARK ONE)
Never O
Less than onceamonth .......................... O
One to four times a month e O
Several timesa week ........... e O
Every day O
DONt FEMEMBET . .o vvierneennennerersacsseniasrnenens <O
BB096A~-E

97. How many brothers and sisters do you have in each of the age groups below? Please include
step-brothers and step-sisters if they live, or have lived, in your home. (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

How many brothers and sisters Five

do you have who are . . . _ None One Two  Three Four  or_more
a. Three or more years older
thanyou ........c.ccoovveunnn, O..... O..... O.....O...... O..... O....
b. 1-2yearsolder .........oceveunnn.. O..... O..... O...... (> NN [ JUT O....
c. Sameageasyou ......venineann.n. O..... O..... ... @ NN & T O....
d. 1-2yearsyounger ................. O..... O..... O..... Q... O.LLO. .
e. Three or more years younger .......O..... O..... @ T O...... O, O....

BB100O ‘ T T

99. American families are divided below into three equal groups according to how much money the
family makes in a year. Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money
your family makes in a year. (MARK ONE)

1/8 of American families make: $11,999 or less ........... O
1/8 of American families make: $12,000 t0 $19,999 ....... O
1/3 of American families make: $20,000 or more ......... O

BB101

100. This time families are divided into seven groups according to how much money they make in a
O year. Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money your family
makes in a year. (MARK OVE)

$6,9990rless .uoeiiririr e eraens eeememanan O
87,000 t0 811,999 ...ttt ettt O
$12.000t0 315,999 ...ttt '®)
$16,000 10 819,999 ...ttt iearaieac .- O
$20,000 10 324,999 ...t ieiee e anaan O
$25.000t0837,999 ...t e O

$38,000 or more .......... e ieeieesiriecncsaeie e O
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BB103

102. How many rooms are there in your home? Count only the rooms your family lives in. Count
the kitchen (if separate) but not bathreoms. (MARK ONE)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more
O O @) -] O O O () O <
BBl04A--1 _ .
103. Which of the following do you have in your home? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH ‘,LINE),

Have . Do not have
a. A specific placeforstudy ........... '@ I '@ J
b. A daily newspaper ................. O vvennnnn O.....
c¢. Encyclopedia or other
' reference books ..........iiiialed O vivennnnn O
d. Typewriter .......ceviivievnneanend @ YT O
e. Electricdishwasher ................ O vvevnnnnn O
f. Two or more cars or trucks
thatrun ................ seeaaraad '@ PITTTO O
g. Morethan 50 books ................. '@ PTTTTN o
h. Aroomofyourown ................ O iernennn Oeveen
i. Pocket caleulator .................. ‘o I Oe-eee

BB115 ‘
112. Do you plan to go to collége at some time in the future? (MARK ONE)

Yes, right after highschool ......................oa.... O
Yes, after stayingoutoneyear ......ccvvviveirvnrvnnen. O
Yes, after a longer period out of

sehool ... e it e, O
Dot know ...t e, U O

L O
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B.2 Items from the School Questionnaire

SB0O2

2. As of October 1, 1980 {or the nearest date for which data are available),
what was the total membership of your high school, and what were the
memberships in_grades 10 and 12? (IF NONE, WRITE "0")

Total high school -
membership . Grade 10 Grade 12

(a) ® (©)

SBO18

18. Please indicate whether each of the following courses are taught in your
school as separate courses. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

[ 4

Yes No

a. Second-year algebra cevceceeceencsecesccconcenccos 1 2
‘b. A;t eenaceccestscssectsecetaascaeseecnasesnsonnens 3 4
c. Anto mechanics cieeceeecrocecoscssacococsaneenncocns 1 2
d. Caiculus “beesosecescscsvsatasesasesetcencansanenas 3 4
€. ChemiStry cccecevececeeeccanonsasssanssacacanscsans 1 2
f. Drama .....;;...;.................................. 3 4
g. Driver training .e.cecceccnceecesasccsacacnaccenns 1 2
N. ECONOMICS ceeeconvsescncasccsnscscecccososacosasesoe 3 4
i.‘ Ethnic Studies or Black Studies cc.eeccccecvencsns 1 2
jo Family Life or Sex Education cecceccscccscsscccnse 3 4
ke GEOMELTY oecenoevoceosencsioseessssacosnsscacssscns 1 2
1. Third-year Spanish .o..................f....;.J... 3 4
m. Third-year Germam ..cececeesececccccscescacssconaas , 1 2
n. Third-year Fremch ..eecceceneenciniccsrnceccaanneaes 3 4
~ o. Home Economics ’"f"";“°°’“"""""‘"""" 1 2
p- Physi;s Cetetseseseveccstoncarsnosatetsactcesenas 3 4

G- PsSychology ceevvecenccancasecsasncananssssscsansans 1 2
r. Russian @ 6 5P OFEGIE O EOD N VDT HEO0S S N0 ES DO eSO S Ggaeesaroae 3 4
8. TrigonomeLIY seeeeecnceccenesococneraccnscnaannnns 1 2

t. Wood or machineg ShOP sececvecsacitonssvsoansnaccaare 3 4
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27.

SB029
29,
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Which of these facilities are available at your school?
(CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY)

.A.

a.

b.

-

d.

e.
£

Indoor lounge for students'.........;......;................

Career information Center scieecevcescccssocrsccevscsacacnss

‘Occupational training CENLEr c.cceecssccscsscscscssscscasons

Media production facilities .sceccecevvecncoccccracaconnnccee
Remedial reading and/or remedial mathematics laboratory ....

Subject area resources center(s) .
other than central 1ibrary c..cceccescccccacccavecsvocsces

‘ Departmental Offices LRCTE B 20 I A B I BN B B B AR X Y B IR O BN S BE B BB B B BN B B Y Y B A N ]

Teaching resources center for teachers' US€ ...ieeesvecssesne
Child care or nursery school facility .cccecececececccnvenas

stUdent CafEtériai-.....o..........--.;-o-.---o('..-o--..-.-

v W N e

VR W e

Please indicate whether or not your school currently offers each of

‘the following programs to students. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

offered | ool
yCrediﬁ"by CONMETACE eveeeernessasssosossassenns 1 2
Travel £OT CTEdil seceveesrecssereccssnncseses | 3 4
Off-~campus work experience or | :
occupational training for credit ..cecececees 1 2
College Board Advanced Placement Courses «..e. 3 4
Student exchaﬁge ﬁrogram .;.............;..;.. 1 .2
Alternative school PrOZTaM ceeovvvccasceccasas 3 4
Special program for pregnant. ' v i
girls Or mMOLhers cecceseccscecrccssascsncnsas 1 2
Continuation SChOOl seeievesecsnvscenscenncnas. 3 4
Program for the gifted or talented .ieevesecas 1 2
Bilingual PrOZTAM «eeeseseesesecossonannonnnne 3 4
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Please indicate whether or not this high school participates or has
students who participate in each of the following federally assisted

or financed programs.

(C1RCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

School/Students

. School/Students do(es) not
par:;c1pate(§)v‘ participate
a. Upward Bound 1 2
b. Talent Search 1 2
. ¢+ Elementary and Secondary Education Act:
1. Title I (Education of children
of economically disadvantaged) 1 2
2. Title IV-B (Libfary and '
learning resources) 1 2
3. Title IV-C (Educational »
innovation and support) 1 2
4., Title IV-D (Supplementary
educational centers and
services) 1 2
"5. Title VII (Bilingual education) 1 2
6. Title IX (Ethnic heritage studies) 1 2
d. Indian Education Act 1 2
e. Emergency School Aid Act ‘
(desegregation assistance) 1 2
f. School Assistance in
Federally Affected Areas 1 2
g. Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA) 1 2
h. Vocational Education Act of 1963:
1. Consumer and Homemaking Education 1 2
2. Vocational Education Basic Programs 1 2
3. Vocational Educatidn‘fo:
per3ons with special needs 1 - 2
4, 'Cboperative Vocational
'Education Program 1 2
5. High School Vocational Education
Work-Study Program 1 Z
i. Junior ROTIC 1 2
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33. Please indicate whether or not your school uses each of the following
handicapped. (CIRCLEIONE NUMBER ON

SBO34
34.

8B035

35,
{ - handicapped students? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

criteria to classify students as

EACH LINE)

Yes

No.

Standérd tests for evaluating specific handicaps ......

Federal guidelines .lf..l.....{...l.l..‘..l.........'ll

Judgments and observations of

brstate guidelines_.0.00;.0.-.‘..0.0......l...c,..Q-;..oo

school counselors and teachers vevececcscsccoscescones

Number of handicapped students:

'How many students in your high school are classified as handicapped?
(IF NONE, WRITE "0")

How does your high school usﬁally accommodate the following types of

Attend

 Attend some Attend No.SC“de?FS

. . -l with this

regular | special | special - £

classes and some| classes ype of

- handicap in
only regular only “school
classes school
. a. Multiple handicapped 1 2 3 4
b. Trainable mentally retarded 1° 2 3 4
c. Edgcable mentally retarded 1 2 3 4
d. BHard of hearing 1 2 3 4
e. Deaf 1 2 3 4
f. Deaf-blind 1 2 3 &4
g. Speech impaired 1 2 3 A
h. Visually impaired 1 2 3 4
i. Emotionally disturbed 1 2 3 4
Je OrthOpedically impaired 1 2 3 4
k. Other health impaired 1 2 3 A
1. Specific learning

disabilities 1 2 3 4
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39. Please 1nd1cate the size of your high school's staff in each of the
following categories. (ENTER NUMBER OR ZERO ON EACH LINE)

Number of full-time
“{or full-time -
equivalent) personnel

a. Assistant principals and deams ...c.eiceanecees

bl ‘Counselors 'FEEEREEEENERERNE NI AN B N NN I R NI NN AR

C. Classroom teachersS cceseccssccssccsccccccscnss

d. Curriculum specialists Cececccescsvacasenacnae

e. Remedial SpeCialiStS JJ.'.:....I..Q..l...l...‘

f. Librarians/media specialiStS .cecececcccscaces

g. PSYChOlOgiStS @ G880 8000008 ¢ B 0GP PEBESIPNESOESNISEN -

hn TeaChing aides_-00’o--o.oo.o.o.....o..o..o..o.

i- StUdent teachers ,.l...ll.0..........‘..'...l.

j. v01unteer3 IR R R R NN A A A B N A BN B A AR B B I L A Y 4

ka COntributEd SerViCES P e eC s 00t sAasONt ISR B OB O O

1- Security guards s s o veneeevssressersoteseecacse

SBO54

54. Listed below are certain rules which some schools have. Please indicate
whether or not each is enforced in yOur high school. (CIRCLE ONE
NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Yes A No
a. Schoollgrounds clﬁsed to students at lunch ...eeeecosos R | 2
b. Students responsible to the school :
for property damage e.cceoecoccssicosccscnscnsecnassas 3 4
c. Hall passes required +vcccececicccscrrccscacccccaccsnas 1 2
d. 'Wosmdﬁnd‘nﬂgs..u..u..“..”..n.“.“.“..”.., -3 4

e. Rules about StUdent dress 8 00000 00NN IEPOEIALEESOGR SR l 2

*



NN

56.

To what degree is each of these matters a problem in your high school?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) :

_— ‘ . ‘Not
Serious 4Moderate Minor at all

a. Student absenteeism 1 4
b. Students' ccutting classes . 1 2 4
c. Parents' lack of interest _ ' _‘

in students' progress 1 .2 3 4
d. Parents' lack of interest : A .

in school matters 1 2
e. Teacher absenteeism 1 2
£, Teachers' lack of
: commitment or motivation 1 2 3. A
g. Physical cénflictS'among students 1 2 3 .4
h. Conflicts between : o

_ students and teachers 1 2 3

i. Robbery or theft 1 2 3 4
j. Vandalism of school property 1 2 3 4
k. Student use of v ' :
: drugs or alcohol - 1 2 -3 L
1. Rape or attempted'rape 1 2 3: | 4
m. Student possession of weapons'; 1 2 3 4
n. Verbal abuse of teachers 1 2 3 4
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' 56. To what degree is each of these matters a problem in your high school?
' (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) ‘

i . ‘Not
Serious lModerate Minor at all
a. Student absenteeism 1 2 3 &
. b. Students' cutting classes 1 2 H,3" 4
c. Parents' lack of interest ’ =
in students' progress 1 2 3 4
d. 'Parents' lack of interest ' .
in school matters 1 2 3.
e. Teacher absenteeism 1 2 ";3 _Jfl
£. Teacﬁers'Alack of - I .tf{:‘
commitment or motivation 1 2 3 4
g. Physical conflicts among students 1 ‘2. 3 4
h. Conflicts between .

S s;uﬁents and teachers 1 2z 3 4
i. Robbery or theft 1 7 3 4
jo Vandalism of school property 1 2 3 4
k. Student use of '

drugs or alcohol 1 2 3 :

1. :Raﬁe or attempted rape 1 2 3 .:4

_m. Student possession of weapons 1 2 3 4
‘n. Verbal abuse of teachers 1 2 3 4
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